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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, HUD 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR 2011 


Tuesday, February 23, 2010. 

THE NEED TO INVEST IN HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DE- 
VELOPMENT: THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET RE- 
QUEST FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WITNESS 

HON. SHAUN DONOVAN, SECRETARY OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Chairman Olver’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Olver. The Subcommittee will come to order. Today we wel- 
come Secretary Shaun Donovan of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to the Subcommittee. 

Mr. Secretary, you have been on the job for just over a year and 
you have nearly all your entire leadership team now in place. I 
know that because I hear you have finally named the Regional Ad- 
ministrator in my district, so therefore the whole leadership must 
be just about in place. I have had the opportunity in the last month 
to sit down with many of these leaders and want to commend you 
on the quality of talent that you have been able to attract and re- 
cruit for the Department. 

The President’s budget before us today requests $48.5 billion, ex- 
cluding proposed receipts, for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development and attempts to balance the complex and com- 
peting goals of minimizing budget deficits while providing support 
to families struggling to find stability during the ongoing economic 
recovery. 

Although unemployment levels have begun to decline, foreclosure 
rates remain high and there continues to be increased demand for 
access to affordable housing. Your written testimony reads like a 
blueprint for at least three years of work to progress and hopefully 
much longer than that. 

I am particularly pleased to see that the fiscal year 2011 budget 
continues HUD’s commitment to the Sustainable Communities Ini- 
tiative. HUD has been a leader in recognizing the importance of co- 
ordinating transportation, housing and energy in community plan- 
ning efforts. I look forward to hearing more about the newly an- 
nounced Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities and how 
the $150 million budget request will facilitate livable communities. 

( 1 ) 
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This budget also provides notable increases for the Project and 
Tenant-Based Section 8 programs and continues the Department’s 
efforts to fully fund these housing assistance programs. I am also 
very pleased to see that the budget requests an increase of $190 
million for Homeless Assistance Grants. As you know, there is a 
strong bipartisan support for this program among members of the 
Subcommittee and a recognition that homelessness rates for fami- 
lies in both rural and urban areas have increased sharply during 
the economic recession. 

However, I do have some concerns with the Department’s budget 
request. In particular, I am concerned about the decision to cut el- 
derly and disabled housing programs by $550 million — this is the 
202 program — and $210 million from the 811 program, the disabled 
program, respectively. This means a cut of 67 percent to the elderly 
program and a 70 percent cut to the program for housing for per- 
sons with disabilities. 

Over the past 3 years, this Subcommittee has made it a priority 
to invest in housing for senior and disabled populations and does 
not believe continued investments and program reform are mutu- 
ally exclusive goals. It is my understanding that many, if not most, 
of the reforms necessary in the 202 and 811 programs can be made 
administratively — maybe two-thirds of them or so by the money 
that you are providing — and I look forward to discussing the De- 
partment’s plan to make these reforms quickly. 

In addition, I am disappointed that this budget does not reflect 
the number of agreements that were hashed out on contentious 
issues last year. For instance, HDD’s budget again replaces the 
HOPE VI program with the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative. It 
might be prudent to wait on authorization of this program and to 
review results of the demonstration project funded in the fiscal 
year 2010 bill before fully transitioning to the Choice Neighborhood 
Initiative. 

The Department’s fiscal year 2011 budget also includes many 
special initiatives and new programs such as the Transforming 
Rental Assistance Program and the Catalytic Investment Competi- 
tion Grants. I appreciate that the Department is looking for inno- 
vative solutions to address longstanding issues in housing and eco- 
nomic development. However, I have concerns about beginning new 
programs that have not gone through the normal authorization 
process. 

Furthermore, I want to explore the Department’s second year re- 
quest for Transformation Initiative funding. While I strongly agree 
that HDD’s information technology systems are in desperate need 
of modernization, I have reservations about a policy that allows the 
Department to shift funds away from its core housing programs at 
a time when demand for affordable housing is rising. 

Finally, my largest concern is that the budget is predicated upon 
the assumption that a number of proposed legislative changes in 
FHA’s loan program will result in $5.8 billion in receipts. 

As you may remember, last year the CBO did not agree with the 
Department’s assumptions regarding FHA receipts, resulting in 
significant consequences for the level of resources this Sub- 
committee was able to provide. I fear we may be in a similar situa- 
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tion again this year if CBO does not agree with the Department’s 
assumptions, so good luck with the CBO. 

Moving forward, I want to reinforce the continued need by both 
this Subcommittee and the Department to be vigilant in providing 
strong program oversight. HUD has done an adequate job of expe- 
ditiously distributing housing and community development funds 
provided under the Recovery Act, but continued effort is needed to 
ensure local authorities deliver quality projects on time and with- 
out waste. 

Additionally, as the FHA’s share of the mortgage market con- 
tinues to increase, adherence to stringent standards and strong 
oversight of FHA’s portfolio reserves becomes increasingly impor- 
tant. We have an obligation to the taxpayer to ensure that the FHA 
acts responsibly where the private financial markets failed. 

Mr. Secretary, while there are areas within the budget request 
that this old dog may need to learn new tricks about, I am com- 
mitted to working with you towards our shared goal of strength- 
ening HDD’s ability to provide affordable housing, and I greatly ap- 
preciate the leadership you have demonstrated over the last year. 

With that, I will recognize our Ranking Member, Tom Latham, 
for any opening remarks that he would like to make. 

Mr. Latham’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am not 
sure which old dog you are talking about here, but anyway. Wel- 
come. 

Mr. Olver. I said this old dog. 

Mr. Latham. This old dog. I am sorry. I would never refer to you 
that way. Anyway, welcome, Mr. Secretary. I want to thank you for 
your testimony, and I especially want to thank you for coming by 
and meeting this morning. That is very, very helpful. It is welcome. 

It is a welcome change to have a HUD Secretary who is familiar 
with all the challenges and opportunities that are at HUD, and I 
feel confident that if anyone can make a change at HUD that you 
are the man, okay? I think you have a very, very good chance. 

I think there is a lot of good things in the budget. Some of the 
reforms you propose for FHA and the homeless programs are worth 
a good look I think, and serious consideration. I think transforming 
rental assistance is an area where we should all give it a good, 
strong second look. 

I also have a few concerns. FHA’s solvency in the housing market 
is a huge concern to all of us, and I know it certainly is to you also. 
There is no good way to project what is going to happen a few 
years down the road, and the consequences, as we have seen the 
past couple years, can be devastating if we do not act with some 
caution. I really wish we would have a hearing on FHA alone this 
year. 

I am also concerned that in this economic situation where some 
are claiming recovery, but every indicator shows that unemploy- 
ment is going to stay probably 9 to 10 percent for the next year 
or 2 and more and more people are going to be looking to HUD for 
your basic HUD services, services that we all know HUD and the 
housing communities do not always deliver all that well. 
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Your budget contains a number of new initiatives, clearly the re- 
sult of your experience, optimism and support of the White House. 
However, I am concerned that in this time when we need to deliver 
basic housing services better to more people more efficiently and ef- 
fectively, we are too ambitious maybe in trying to start up too 
many new initiatives requiring the coordination of other Federal 
agencies. 

I am not saying anything about the substance of the initiatives, 
but rather HUD’s ability to do it all. I do not think there is anyone 
up on this dais or behind you who thinks that HUD has mastered 
their job today. And again, I have a lot of confidence in you and 
I think we can have a productive dialogue over the next couple 
months as we go through the budget process. 

Despite not having an FHA hearing, the Subcommittee has 
planned a number of hearings on sustainability. Native American 
issues and housing for vulnerable populations. I am going to re- 
serve a lot of the questions on those topics for those hearings, as 
I assume that someone knowledgeable from your Department will 
be in attendance to present testimony and taking questions at that 
time where we will have the opportunity to delve more deeply into 
those issues. I assume that is correct, Mr. Secretary. I will look for- 
ward to hearing from your Department at that time. 

Well, we do not have a lot of time, but we have a lot of ground 
to cover so I want to with that thank you and look forward to your 
questions and answers, and I yield back the balance of my time, 
if I had a balance of time. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Secretary, as usual your complete written testimony will be 
included in the record, and because this is as I found last night 
lengthy and dense testimony, I am going to take the Chairman’s 
prerogative to allow you to go as much as 10 minutes if you need 
it to get through what you want to say to us. Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Donovan’s Remarks 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, and I 
promise, given how lengthy and detailed the written testimony 
was, to try to be brief today, and I will promise not to take the full 
10 minutes that you have just generously granted. 

Ranking Member Latham, thank you for your statement as well, 
and to all the Members of the Subcommittee thank you for the op- 
portunity to testify regarding the fiscal year 2011 budget for the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Investing in Peo- 
ple and Places. 

I appear before you to discuss this budget in a far different envi- 
ronment from that of a year ago when our economy was hem- 
orrhaging 700,000 jobs each month, housing prices were in freefall 
and economic observers warned that a second Great Depression 
was a real possibility. Today, though there is still a long way to go, 
it is clear that our housing market has made significant progress 
towards stability. Instead of declining by 5 percent last year as 
economists expected, home prices rose for the first time in 3 years. 

What that has meant to middle class families is clear. First, se- 
curity. As a result of stabilizing home prices and lower financing 
costs, by the end of September home equity had increased by over 



5 


$900 billion, $12,000 on average for each of the nation’s 78 million 
homeowners. 

Second, confidence. While still fragile, consumer confidence has 
recovered from record lows in the fall of 2008, helping the economy 
grow at the fastest rate in 6 years and beginning to create jobs. 

Third, money in families’ pockets. Mortgage rates, which have 
been at near historic lows over the past 10 months, have spurred 
a refinancing boom over the past year that has helped nearly four 
million borrowers save an average of $1,500 per year, pumping $7 
billion annually into local economies and businesses. 

FHA 

The Federal Housing Administration has been essential to this 
improved outlook, in the past year helping more than 800,000 
homeowners refinance into stable, affordable fixed rate mortgages, 
protecting an additional half million families from foreclosure, 
guaranteeing about 30 percent of home purchase loan volume and 
fully half of all loans for first time home buyers. 

With FHA’s temporarily increased role, however, comes increased 
risk and responsibility. That is why HUD’s fiscal year 2011 budget 
represents a careful, calibrated balancing of FHA’s three key re- 
sponsibilities: Providing responsible home ownership opportunities, 
supporting the housing market during difficult economic times and 
ensuring the health of the MMI fund. 

FHA has rolled out a series of measures over the last year to 
mitigate risk and augment the MMI Fund’s capital reserves: First, 
to increase the mortgage insurance premium; second, to update the 
combination of credit scores and downpayments for new borrowers; 
third, to reduce seller concessions to industry norms; and, fourth, 
to implement a series of significant measures aimed at increasing 
lender responsibility and enforcement. 

With the help of Congress, FHA has also begun implementing a 
plan to ensure its technology infrastructure and personnel needs 
reflect this increased responsibility. With $6.9 billion in projected 
FHA and Ginnie Mae receipts that result from these changes, this 
budget proposes net funding 5 percent below fiscal year 2010, al- 
lowing us to rebuild reserves for FHA and reduce the Federal def- 
icit. 

The details of these proposals are in my written testimony and 
I would be happy to answer your questions about that, but in my 
remaining time allow me to highlight a few key initiatives. The 
first is HUD’s multiyear effort called Transforming Rental Assist- 
ance or TRA. 


TRANSFORMING RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

It does not take a housing expert to see that HUD’s rental assist- 
ance programs desperately need simplification. HUD currently pro- 
vides deep rental assistance to more than 4.6 million households 
through 13 different programs, each with its own rules adminis- 
tered by three operating divisions. 

In my past work in both the public and private sectors, it was 
a constant struggle to integrate HUD’s rental assistance streams 
and capital funding resources into the local, state and private sec- 
tor financing that was necessary to get the job done. But I dealt 
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with HUD’s subsidy programs for a simple reason: Because the en- 
gine that drives capital investment at the scale needed in a mixed 
finance environment is a reliable, long-term, market-based stream 
of Federal rental assistance. No other mechanism has proven as 
powerful as unlocking a broad range of public and private re- 
sources to meet the capital needs of affordable housing. 

That said, the status quo is no longer an option. With a public 
housing program that has unmet capital needs upward of $20 bil- 
lion, now is the moment to permanently reverse the long-term de- 
cline in the nation’s public housing portfolio and address the phys- 
ical needs of an aging assisted housing stock. 

This initiative is anchored by four guiding principles. First, that 
the complexity of HUD’s programs is part of the problem, and we 
must streamline and simplify our program so that they are gov- 
erned by a single, integrated, coherent set of rules and regulations 
that better aligns with the requirements of other Federal, state, 
local and private sector financing streams. 

Second, that the key to meeting the long-term capital needs of 
HUD’s public and assisted housing lies in shifting from the federal, 
capital and operating subsidy funding structure we have today to 
a Federal operating subsidy alone that leverages capital from pri- 
vate and other public sources. 

Third, that bringing market investment to all of our rental pro- 
grams will also bring market discipline that drives fundamental re- 
forms. Only when our programs are built, financed and managed 
like other housing will we b^e able to attract the mix of incomes and 
uses and stakeholders we need. 

And, fourth, that we must combine the best features of our ten- 
ant-based and project-based programs to encourage resident choice 
and mobility. TRA reflects HUD’s commitment to complementing 
tenant mobility with the benefits a reliable property-based, long- 
term rental assistance subsidy can have for neighborhood revital- 
ization efforts and as a platform for delivering social services. 

To be clear, this commitment to tenant choice and mobility is not 
to restart old ideological debates about play space versus people- 
based strategies. To revitalize neighborhoods of concentrated pov- 
erty and segregation we need the best of both approaches. That is 
why we look forward to working with the Subcommittee and au- 
thorizers on our Choice Neighborhoods initiatives to make the rede- 
velopment of distressed public and assisted housing the anchor of 
broader community development efforts. 

CHOICE NEIGHBORHOODS 

Choice Neighborhoods reflects the lessons of HOPE VI; not only 
that investment at scale can effect dramatic change at the commu- 
nity level, but also that for an investment to be game changing it 
must take into account more than housing alone. 

For too long HUD’s community development programs have 
lacked such a play space, targeted tool for creating jobs. This is 
why our budget proposes $150 million for a Catalytic Investment 
Fund designed to help distressed communities reorient their econo- 
mies for the twenty-first century. 

HUD cannot afford to make housing investments in isolation 
from community development investments, particularly when so 
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many communities are ahead of us in terms of combining housing, 
economic development and transportation. This is why it was so 
important that we launched our Sustainable Communities Initia- 
tive in 2010 to support these efforts. 

I want to thank the Subcommittee for making this possible and 
emphasize the need for continued funding in fiscal year 2011. I rec- 
ognize that I have asked you to help HUD make these investments 
in a difficult fiscal climate that has forced us to propose reductions 
in a number of programs. Our approach has been to target re- 
sources where we get the biggest bang for the buck, and nowhere 
is this clearer than the area of homelessness where we have seen 
a 30 percent reduction in chronic homelessness over the last 4 
years. 


HOMELESSNESS 

Our budget request reflects HUD’s commitment to its own tar- 
geted homeless programs with a $200 million increase, but as the 
Chair of the Interagency Council on Homelessness as well charged 
with producing a Federal strategy to end homelessness later this 
spring, it also reflects a commitment to working across silos to end 
homelessness, embodied by our proposed Joint Housing and Serv- 
ices for Homeless Persons Demonstration with HHS and the De- 
partment of Education. 

TRANSFORMATION INITIATIVE 

Lastly, let me say with your help HUD’s fiscal year 2010 Trans- 
formation Initiative is allowing us to take long overdue steps to up- 
grade and modernize our Department, helping us replace computer 
programs written in the 1980s, building the capacity of commu- 
nities and demonstrate what works and what does not. It has also 
begun to provide us with the flexibility we need to create cross-cut- 
ting initiatives. 

But a critical next step for fiscal year 2011 is to take this ap- 
proach to the next step. In part it is a matter of additional funding 
to move forward with large, multi-year projects and demonstra- 
tions, but just as important is the flexibility to use up to 1 percent 
of HUD’s budget as unexpected needs arise during the year. 

For example, to revamp FHA as it has had to step up in the 
mortgage market in the last few years or to provide technical as- 
sistance to communities trying to use neighborhood stabilization 
funds in the most impactful way. These are the kinds of flexible in- 
vestments cutting edge organizations have the ability to make, and 
they are essential to building the more nimble, results-oriented 
agency our nation needs and that this Subcommittee deserves. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, this budget continues the transformation 
begun with your help. With the housing market showing signs of 
stabilization, our economy beginning to recover and the need for 
fiscal discipline crystal clear, now is the moment to reorient HUD 
for the challenges of the twenty-first century. With your help, Mr. 
Chairman, and to the entire Committee, I believe we can and will. 
Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON, DC 20410 


Written Testimony of Shaun Donovan 
Secretary of U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

“FY2011 Budget Request for HUD” 

Hearing before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
Tuesday, February 23, 2010 


Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for 
the opportunity to testify today regarding the fiscal year 201 1 Budget for the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Investing in People and Places. 

A Chamine Environment 

I appear before you to discuss this Budget in a far different environment from that faced by the 
nation and the Department just one year ago. At that time, the economy was hemorrhaging over 
700,000 jobs each month, housing prices were in freefall, residential investment had dropped 
over forty percent in just eighteen months, and credit was frozen nearly solid. Many respected 
economic observers warned that a second Great Depression was a real possibility, sparked of 
course by a crisis in the housing market. Meanwhile, communities across the country — from 
central cities to newly built suburbs to small town rural America — struggled to cope with 
neighborhoods devastated by foreclosure, even as their soaring jobless rates and eroding tax base 
crippled their ability to respond. 

One year later, though there is clearly a long way to go, it is clear that the nation’s housing 
market has made significant progress toward stability. Through the combination of coordinated 
efforts by Treasury, HUD, and the Federal Reserve to stabilize the housing market, we are seeing 
real signs of optimism. 

As measured by the widely referenced FHFA index, home prices have been rising more or less 
steadily since last April. For 2009 as a whole, the FHFA home price index rose year-to-year for 
the first time in three years. As recently as January of 2009 house prices had been projected to 
decline by as much as 5 percent in 2009 by leading major macro-economic forecasters. This is 
all the more surprising since most forecasters had underestimated the rise in unemployment that 
has occurred over the past year. 


www.hud.gov 


espanol.hud.gov 
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Allow me to briefly explain what halting the slide in home prices and housing wealth has meant 
to middle-class families. 

First, security. According to the Federal Reserve Board, as a result of stabilizing home prices 
and lower financing costs nationwide, home owner equity started to grow again in the second 
quarter of 2009 and by the end of September home equity had increased by over $900 billion, or 
$12,000 on average for the nation’s nearly 78 million homeowners. 

Second, confidence. Conference Board’s Consumer Confidence Index has bounced back from a 
record low of 38 recorded in the fall of 2008, and now has increased for three straight months. 
And we all know the important role confidence plays in helping our economy grow - which it 
did in the last quarter of 2009 at 5.7 percent, the fastest rate in six years. 

Third, money in families’ pockets. Mortgage rates which have been at or near historic lows over 
the past ten months have spurred a refinancing boom that over the past year that has helped 
nearly 4 million borrowers to save an average of $ 1 ,500 per year on housing costs - pumping an 
additional $7 billion annually into local economies and businesses, generating additional 
revenues for our nation’s cities, suburbs, and rural communities. 

At the same time we have taken steps to reverse falling home prices, we have also worked to 
help families keep their homes. In partnership with the White House, the Department of 
Treasury, and other Federal regulatory agencies, HUD has helped develop the Making Home 
Affordable plan, and implement its two major initiatives - the Home Affordable Refinance 
Program and Home Affordable Modification Program (HAMP). These programs have helped to 
preserve homeownership for more than 1 million families. More than 900,000 households in 
participating trial modifications under HAMP currently are saving an average of over $500 per 
month in mortgage payments. To date, program participants have saved more than $2.2 billion. 

And the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) has stepped up to fulfill its countercyclical role 
- to temporarily provide necessary liquidity while also working to bring private capital back to 
credit markets. Indeed, the FHA has in the past year alone helped more than 800,000 
homeowners refinance into stable, affordable fixed-rate mortgages and deployed its loss 
mitigation tools to assist an additional half million families at risk of foreclosure. 

Of course, just as this crisis has touched different communities in different ways, so, too, have 
they rebounded at different paces. As a result, some regions continue to face difficulty, even as 
others are moving toward recovery. That is one reason why the President on Friday announced 
$1.5 billion in funding to help families in states that have suffered an average home price drop of 
over 20 percent from the peak - including an innovation fund that will expand the capacity of 
housing finance and similar agencies in the areas hardest-hit in the wake of the housing crisis. 

The President’s armouncement last week continues the Administration’s response to assist 
homeowners and stabilize neighborhoods, including through the nearly $2 billion that HUD has 
obligated under the Neighborhood Stabilization Program to address the problem of blighted 
neighborhoods, targeting hard-hit communities across the country and including major awards in 
Ohio, Illinois, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and other areas that have been deeply affected by the 
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current housing problems. The Administration continues to explore and refine ways to assist 
homeowners and stabilize neighborhoods struggling with foreclosures. 

In addition, HUD has played a key role in implementing the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), which, according to the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office is 
already responsible for putting as many as 2.4 million Americans back to work and has put the 
nation on track toward a full economic recovery - and I would like to say a particular word of 
thanks to this Subcommittee for making our role in that effort possible. 

HUD has now obligated 98 percent of the $13.6 billion in ARRA funds stewarded by the 
Department - and disbursed $2.9 billion dollars. I would note that a portion of HUD’s ARRA 
funding is fully paid out, or expended, only once construction or other work is complete — -just as 
when individual homeowners pay after they have work done on their homes. Therefore, some of 
HUD’s obligated, but not yet expended, funds are already generating jobs in the hard hit sectors 
of housing renovation and construction for the purposes of modernizing and ’’greening” public 
and assisted housing, reviving stalled low-income housing tax credit projects, and stabilizing 
neighborhoods devastated by foreclosures. Additional HUD-administered ARRA funds are 
providing temporary assistance to families experiencing or at risk of homelessness in these 
difficult economic times. 

While the economy has a long way to go to reach full recovery, and the promising indicators 
emerging steadily are not being experienced by all regions or communities equally, it is clear that 
we have pulled back from the economic abyss on which the nation stood a year ago. 

Roadmap to Transformation 

HUD’s fiscal year 20 1 0 Budget, then, reflected a singular economic moment. During the last 
Administration, the Department’s aimual budget submissions chronically underfunded core 
programs, and many observers came to regard the agency as slow moving, bureaucratic, and 
unresponsive to the needs of its partners and customers. HUD’s fiscal year 2010 budget request, 
$43.72 billion (net of receipts generated by FHA and the Government National Mortgage 
Association, or “Ginnie Mae”) was a 7 percent increase over the fiscal year 2009 enacted level of 
$40.72 billion and sent the clear message that HUD’s programs merited funding at levels 
sufficient to address the housing and community development needs of the economic crisis. It 
also reflected this Administration’s belief that HUD could transform itself into the more nimble, 
results-driven organization required by its increased importance. 

In response to HUD’s fiscal year 2010 budget proposal. Roadmap to Transformation, 

Congress — with key leadership by this Subcommittee, working with your counterparts in the 
Senate — provided a vote of confidence for which I want to express my deepest appreciation. 

The fiscal year 2010 appropriations legislation provided HUD programs $43.58 billion (net of 
receipts), flmding needed to stabilize the Department’s programs across-the-board. Critically, 
the Budget also targeted $258.8 million to the Department’s proposed Transformation Initiative, 
the cornerstone of the agency’s efforts to change the way HUD does business. For the first time, 
HUD has the flexibility to make strategic, cross-cutting investments in research and evaluation, 
major demonstration programs, technical assistance and capacity building, and next generation 
technology investments to bring the agency fully into the 21" century. 
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I appreciate the level of trust this action showed in the new HUD leadership and look forward to 
updating you on the progress we are making with this new flexibility. 

Investine In People and Places 

As a result of all this work — ^by Congress, HUD and across the Administration — we no longer 
confront an economy or a Department in extreme crisis. Still, much work remains, in much 
changed fiscal circumstances. Now that the economic crisis has begun to recede, President 
Obama has committed to reducing the federal deficit, including a three year freeze on domestic 
discretionary spending. HUD’s fiscal year 201 1 budget reflects that fiscal discipline. Net of 
$6.9 billion in projected FHA and Oinnie Mae receipts credited to HUD’s appropriations 
accounts, this Budget proposes overall funding of $41 ,6 billion, 5 percent below fiscal year 2010. 
Not including FHA and Ginnie Mae receipts, the budget proposal is $1.6 billion above the 2010 
funding levels. These figures meant that we had difficult choices to make - and we chose to 
prioritize core rental and community development programs, fully funding Section 8 tenant- 
based and project-based rental assistance, the public housing Operating Fund, and CDBG. 

Indeed, at the same time, the Budget cuts funding for a number of programs, including the public 
housing capital fund, HOME Investment Partnerships, Native American Housing Block Grants 
(NAHBG), the 202 Supportive Housing Program for the Elderly, and the Section 81 1 Supportive 
Housing Program for Persons with Disabilities. In some instances, these are programs that 
received substantial ARRA funding (e.g., public housing capital and NAHBG), reducing the 
need for funds in fiscal year 2011. In the case of reductions to new capital grants — in public 
housing. Section 202, and 81 1 — the Department is recognizing that HUD’s partners must 
increasingly access other private and public sources of capital as HUD and the federal 
government are facing severe resource constraints. During this fiscal year, we will modernize 
these programs to reflect changed fiscal and operational circumstances. Simultaneously, the 
Department has made the difficult decision to target HUD’s housing investments and target them 
to their most crucial and catalytic uses, primarily rental and operating assistance that best enables 
those partners to leverage additional resources. 

As such, we believe this is a bold budget, with carefully targeted investments that will enable 
HUD programs to: house over 2.4 million families in public and assisted housing (over 58 
percent elderly or disabled); provide tenant based vouchers to more than 2.1 million households 
(over 47 percent elderly or disabled), an increase of 28,000 over 2009; more than double the 
annual rate at which HUD assistance creates new permanent supportive housing for the 
homeless; and create and retain over 1 12,000 jobs through HUD’s housing and economic 
development investments in communities across the country. In total, by the end of fiscal year 
201 1, HUD expects its direct housing assistance programs to reach nearly 5.5 million 
households, over 200,000 more than at the end of fiscal year 2009. 

And in terms of reform, this Budget proposes fundamental change beyond the Department’s 
fiscal year 2010 proposal. A year ago, urgent circumstances called for HUD’s programs to be 
taken largely “as is’’ in order to pump desperately needed assistance into the economy in time to 
make a critical difference. With the infusion of ARRA and fiscal year 2010 funding having 
stabilized HUD’s programs, the time has come to begin transforming them — ^to make HUD’s 
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housing and community development programs, and the administrative infrastructure that 
oversees them, more streamlined, efficient, and accountable. 

This Budget is a major step in that direction. Specifically, it seeks to achieve five overarching 
goals, drawn from an extensive strategic platming process that engaged over 1,500 internal and 
external stakeholders in defining the Department’s high priority transformation goals and 
strategies. 

Goal 1: Strengthen the Nation’s Housing Market to Bolster the Economy and Protect 
Consumers 


With housing still representing the largest asset for most American households, it is essential that 
home prices continue to stabilize in order to restore the confidence of American consumers. 
Americans held roughly $6.2 trillion in home equity in the third quarter of 2009, up fi'om its 
lowest point of $5.3 trillion in the first quarter of 2009. The central role of housing in the U.S. 
economy demands that federal agencies involved in housing policymaking rethink and 
restructure programs and policies to support housing as a stable component of the economy, and 
not as a vehicle for over-exuberant and risky investing. 

With that in mind, the fiscal year 201 1 Budget represents a careful, calibrated balancing of 
FHA’s three key responsibilities: providing homeowmership opportunities to responsible 
borrowers, supporting the housing market during difficult economic times and ensuring the 
health of the MMI fund. 

FHA provides mortgage insurance to help lenders reduce their exposure to risk of default. This 
assistance allows lenders to make capital available to many borrowers who would otherwise 
have no access to the safe, affordable financing needed to purchase a home. As access to private 
capital has contracted in these difficult economic times, borrowers and lenders have flock^ to 
FHA and the ready access it provides to the secondary market through securitization by Ginnie 
Mae — FHA insures approximately thirty percent of all home purchase loans today and nearly 
half of those for first-time homebuyers. The increased presence of FHA and others in the 
housing market, including Fannie and Freddie, has helped support liquidity in the purchase 
market, helping us ride through these difficult times until private capital returns to its natural 
levels. 

Not only is FHA ensuring the availability of financing for responsible first time home 
purchasers, it is also helping elderly homeowners borrow money against the equity of their 
homes through the Home Equity Conversion Mortgage (HECM). This program has grown 
steadily in recent years, to a volume of $30.2 billion in F Y 2009. 

It is also providing several outlets of relief for homeowners in distress. First, and perhaps most 
significantly, it is helping homeowners extricate themselves fi-om unsustainable mortgages by 
refinancing into 30 year, fixed-rate FHA-insured loans at today’s much lower rates. Given how 
important this is as a route to greater borrower stability, we are exploring additional ways to 
leverage the refinance option at FHA to help still more distressed homeowners. Further, FHA is 
continuing to assist those already in FHA-insured loans who are facing difficulty making 
payments to stay in their homes through a variety of aggressive loss mitigation efforts, which 
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have assisted more than half a million homeowners at risk of foreclosure since the beginning of 
2009. 

And finally, FHA is playing an important role in protecting homeowners and helping prospective 
homeowners make informed decisions. It is providing counseling to homeowners to help them 
avoid falling into unsustainable loans. And it is fighting mortgage fraud vigorously on all fronts, 
having suspended seven lenders, including Taylor, Bean and Whitaker, and withdrawn FHA- 
approval for 270 others since 2009. 

To support these important efforts, the Budget includes $88 million for the Housing Counseling 
Assistance program, which is the only dedicated source of Federal funding for the full spectrum 
of housing counseling services. With these funds we also plan to continue our work to expand 
the number of languages in which counseling is available. In addition, the budget continues 
FHA’s Mortgage Fraud initiative ($20 million) launched in fiscal year 2010 as well as 
implementation of sweeping reforms to the Real Estate Settlement and Procedures Act (RESPA) 
beginning in January 2010 and the Secure and Fair Enforcement (SAFE) for Mortgage Licensing 
Act beginning in June 2010. 

With this Budget, HUD is projecting that FHA will continue to play a prominent role in the 
mortgage market in fiscal year 2011. Accordingly, it requests a combined mortgage insurance 
commitment limitation of $420 billion in fiscal year 201 1 for new FHA loan commitments for 
the Mutual Mortgage Insurance (MMI) and General and Special Risk Insurance (GI/SRI) funds. 
The proposed total includes $400 billion under the MMI Fund, which supports insurance of 
single family forward home mortgages and reverse mortgages under HECM; and $20 billion 
under the GI/SRI Fund, which supports multifamily rental and an assortment of special purpose 
insurance programs for hospitals, nursing homes, and Title 1 lending. The budget requests a 
direct loan limitation of $50 million for the MMI fund and $20 million for the GI/SRI fund to 
facilitate the sale of HUD-owned properties acquired through insurance claims to or for use by 
low- and moderate-income families. 

With FHA’s temporarily increased role, however, comes increased risk and responsibility. That 
is why FHA has rolled out a series of measures over the last year to strengthen its risk and 
operational management. It has hired its first chief risk officer in its 75 year history and created 
an entire risk management organization and reporting structure, tightened its credit standards 
significantly and, as 1 mentioned, expanded its capacity to rein in or shut down lenders who 
commit fraud or abuse. 

On January 20* of this year. Commissioner Stevens proposed taking the following steps to 
mitigate risk and augment the MMI Fund’s capital reserves; increase the mortgage insurance 
premium (MIP); update the combination of FICO scores and down payments for new borrowers; 
reduce seller concessions to industry norms; and implement a series of significant measures 
aimed at increasing lender responsibility and enforcement. And to strengthen its operational 
capacity, FHA has begun implementing a plan to significantly upgrade its technology 
infrastructure and increase its personnel, to ensure that both are in keeping with the increase of 
its portfolio and responsibility. 
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These changes merit additional explanation, as they not only put FHA on firmer footing and 
increase reserves, but also generate additional revenues in fiscal year 201 1 to contribute to deficit 
reduction. First, insurance revenues from single family loan guarantees will grow by increasing 
the upfront premium to 225 basis points across all FHA forward product types (purchase, 
conventional to FHA refinances, and FHA to FHA refinances). The upfront premium increase 
was implemented by mortgagee letter issued on January 2 1 , 201 0 and will apply to all 
applications received on or after April 5, 2010. 

Second, FHA is also proposing a “two-step” FICO floor for FHA purchase borrowers, which 
would reduce both the claim rate on new insurance as well as the loss rate experienced on the 
claims incurred. Purchase borrowers with FICO scores of 580 and above would be required to 
make a minimum 3.5% down payment; and those with FICO scores between 500-579 would be 
required to make a minimum down payment of 10%. Applicants below 500 would be ineligible 
for insurance. These changes are being proposed after an exhaustive review of FHA’s actual 
claim performance data, which demonstrates that loan performance is best predicted by a 
combination of credit score and downpayment - simply raising one element without recognizing 
the impact of the layering of risk factors is not sufficient. We are considering how these changes 
might be applied to refinancing borrowers as well. FHA is proposing to publish the two-step 
FICO proposal in the Federal Register in short order with implementation later in 2010. In 
combination, these reforms — which are already permitted under current law — can be expected 
to produce $4.2 billion in offsetting receipts in fiscal year 2011. 

In addition, as noted in the proposed budget, while HUD is moving to increase the upfront 
premium to 225 basis points we are ultimately planning to reduce that premium to 100 basis 
points, offset by a proposed increase in the annual premium to 85 basis points for loans with 
loan-to-value ratios (LTV) up to and including 95% and to 90 basis points for LTVs above 95%. 
That change to the annual premium will require legislative authority, and we are looking forward 
to working with the authorizing committees as part of that effort. This new premium structure is 
sound policy. This premium structure is also more in line with GSE and private mortgage 
insurers’ pricing, which facilitates the return of private capital to the mortgage market. Indeed, if 
these changes are adopted during the current fiscal year, the estimated value to the MMI fund 
would be $200 million in additional funds each month, providing better underwriting for FHA 
loans and replenishing capital reserves. 

If implemented, in combination with the two-step FICO floor, this change in the premium 
structure is projected to result in the $5.8 billion in offsetting FHA receipts reflected in the 
Budget Appendix. In sum, FHA has taken the kinds of steps necessary to make sure that it will 
remain strong and healthy enough to continue to fulfill its mission of serving the underserved 
and playing a vital counter-cyclical role in the housing market. 

Goal 2: Meet the Need for Quality Affordable Rental Homes 

Several recent national indicators have pointed to increasing stress in the U.S. rental housing 
market. Vacancy rates are on the rise as a result of the dampened demand and additional supply 
repurposed from the ownership market. Spreads between asking rents and effective rents are 
widening. Asking rents are now $65 higher than effective rents (6.6% of the effective rent) - the 
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largest gap over the past four years. While some new renters have been the beneficiaries of this 
softness, drawing concessions from distressed property owners, the budgets of many more low- 
income renters have been strained as household incomes fall, due to unemployment and lost 
hours worked. 

Loss of income stemming from the recession is likely offsetting affordability gains from 
declining rents. Vacancies in the lower end of the market remain considerably lower than market 
levels overall, and the number of cost burdened low-income renters is on the rise. Based on 
estimates from the 2008 American Community Survey, 8.7 million renter households paid 50% 
or more of their income on housing, up from 8.3 million renter households in 2007. These 
figures do not include the over 664,000 people who experience homelessness on any given night. 

As HUD Secretary, as well as the current Chair of the Interagency Council on Homelessness 
under President Obama, I am committed to making real progress in reducing these tragic figures. 
To do so requires substantial investment even in this difficult fiscal year. For this reason, the 
Budget provides SI billion for capitalization of the National Housing Trust Fund, to increase 
development of housing affordable to the nation’s lowest income families. 

In addition, HUD’s rental assistance and operating subsidy programs have never been more 
needed, nor has the imperative to operate them efficiently been clearer. This budget takes three 
critical steps to meet this challenge. 

• Increases investment in core rental assistance and operating subsidy programs 

This Budget invests over S2.2 billion more than in fiscal year 2010 to meet the funding needs 
of the Tenant-based Rental Assistance tTBRAI nrog-am. the Project-based Rental Assistance 
(PBRAi program, and the public housing Operating Fund . 

Tenant-based Rental Assistance 

The Section 8 TBRA or Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program is a cost-effective means for 
delivering decent, safe, and sanitary housing to low-income families in the private market, 
providing assistance so that participants are able to find and lease privately-owned housing. In 
fiscal year 2009, HUD assisted over two million families with this program; and, in fiscal year 
2010, we plan to assist over 76,000 more families through new incremental vouchers. 

This Budget continues HUD’s bedrock corrunitment to its largest program. The calendar year 
request for 2011 is $19.6 billion, a $1.4 billion increase over the 2010 Consolidated 
Appropriations Act and an amount estimated to assist 2.2 million households. This represents an 
increase of 34,466 families from fiscal year 2010 projections and 1 12,304 more than at the end 
of fiscal year 2009. 

Of the $19.6 billion request, $17.3 billion will cover the renewal of expiring annual contribution 
contracts (ACC) in calendar year 2011; with $ 1 .8 billion for Administrative Fees; $125 million 
for Tenant Protection vouchers; $60 million to support Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) activities; 
and up to $66 million for disaster vouchers for families affected by Hurricanes Ike and Gustav. 

In addition, this Budget requests $85 million for incremental vouchers to help homeless 
individuals, at-risk families with children, and families with special needs stabilize their housing 
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situation and improve their health status, as well as $1 14 million for the shift of the renewal of 
mainstream vouchers from the Section 811 account to the TBRA account. 

Through this Budget, the Department reaffirms its commitment to improving the Section 8 
program by designing a comprehensive development strategy to improve HUD Information 
Technology systems to better manage and administer the Voucher program; implementing an 
improved Section 8 Management Assessment Program (SEMAP) that will ensure strengthened 
oversight, quality control, and performance metrics for the voucher program; continuing the 
study to develop a formula to allocate administrative fees based on the cost of an efficiently 
managed PHA operating the voucher program; developing a study to evaluate current Housing 
Quality Standards and improve the unit inspection process; and eliminating unnecessary caps on 
the number of families that each PHA may serve. 

Project-based Rental Assistance (PBRA) 

PBRA assists more than 1 .3 million low- and very low-income households in obtaining decent, 
safe, and sanitary housing in private accommodations. This critical program serves families, 
elderly households, disabled households, and provides transitional housing for the homeless. 
Through PBRA funding, HUD renews contracts with owners of multifamily rental housing — 
contracts that make up the difference between what a household can afford and the approved rent 
for an adequate housing unit in a multifamily development. 

HUD is requesting a total of $9,382 billion to meet PBRA program needs. This includes $8,982 
billion to be available in FY 201 1 (in addition to the $394 million previously appropriated) and 
$400 million to be available in FY 2012. For fiscal year 2011, HUD estimates a need of $8,954 
billion of new Budget Authority for contract renewals and amendments. The need for Section 8 
Amendment funds results from insufficient funds provided for long-term project-based contracts 
funded primarily in the 1970’s and 1980’s, when long-term contracts (up to 40 years) made 
estimating funding needs problematic, leading to frequent underfunding. The current practice of 
renewing expiring contracts for a 1-year term helps to ensure that the problem of inadequate 
funded contracts is not repeated. However, some older long-term contracts have not reached 
their termination dates and, therefore, have not yet not entered the I -year renewal cycle and must 
be provided amendment funds for the projects to remain financially viable. The Department 
estimates that total Section 8 Amendment needs in 201 1 will be $662 million. The Budget 
request continues the Department’s commitment to provide full 1-year funding for contract 
renewals and amendments. 

Public Housing Operating Fund 

The public housing Operating Fund provides operating subsidy payments to over 3,100 public 
housing authorities (PHAs) which serve 1.2 million households in public housing. The fiscal 
year 201 1 Budget requests $4.8 billion, which will fully fund the Operating Fund. Full funding 
is essential to the proper operation of public housing, provision of quality housing services to 
residents, and effective use of Capital Fund resources. 

• Begins to streamline the Department’s rental assistance programs 



17 


10 


It does not take a housing expert to see that HUD’s rental assistance programs desperately need 
simplification. HUD currently provides deep rental assistance to more than 4.6 million 
households through thirteen different programs, each with its own rules, administered by three 
operating divisions with separate field staff. Too often over time, additional programs designed 
to meet the needs of vulnerable populations were added without enough thought to the disjointed 
system that would result. This unwieldy structure ill serves the Department, our government and 
private sector partners, and — ^most importantly — ^the people who live in HUD-supported housing. 

In my last job, as Commissioner of the New York City Department of Housing Preservation and 
Development, I personally experienced the challenges of working with HUD rental assistance to 
preserve and develop affordable housing at a large scale. While implementing the City’s 
165,000 unit New Housing Marketplace plan, it was a constant stmggle to integrate HUD’s 
rental assistance streams, and capital funding resources for that matter, into the local, state, and 
private sector housing financing that was absolutely necessary to leverage to get the job done. 

But I was willing to deal with the transaction costs of engaging with HUD’s less-than-ideally 
aligned subsidy programs for a simple reason: the engine that drives capital investment at the 
scale needed, in a mixed-finance environment, is typically a reliable, long-term, market-based, 
stream of federal rental assistance. Historically, no other mechanism — and no other source of 
government funding — ^has ever proven as powerful at unlocking a broad range of public and 
private resources to meet the capital needs of affordable housing. While highly imperfect, 

HUD’s rental assistance programs are irreplaceable. 

This said, tolerating the inefficiencies of the status quo is no longer an option. The capital needs 
of our Nation’s affordable, federally-assisted housing stock are too substantial and too urgent. 
The Public Housing program in particular has long wrestled with an old physical stock and a 
backlog of unmet capital needs that may exceed $20 billion.**' To be sure, nearly two decades of 
concentrated efforts to demolish and redevelop the most distressed public housing projects, 
through HOPE VI and other initiatives, has paid off. The stock is in better shape overall than it 
has been in some time,*^' and the $4 billion in ARRA funds targeted to public housing capital 
improvements are further stabilizing the portfolio. But this very progress has created a unique — 
but time limited — opportunity to permanently reverse the long-term decline in the Nation’s 
public housing portfolio and address the physical needs of an aging assisted housing stock. 

My many years of experience of dealing with affordable housing on a large scale — both in New 
York and overseeing HUD’s multifamily assisted housing programs during the 1990’s —have 
drilled home two key lessons. First, it is far more costly to build new units than to preserve 
existing affordable housing. And, second, an affordable housing project can limp along for some 


HUD is currently conducting a definitive Capital Needs study of the public housing portfolio. 

Preserving Safe, High Quality Public Housing Should Be a Priority of Federal Housing Policy, Barbara 
Sard and Will Fischer, October 8, 2008 http://www.cbpp.ore/cms/index.cfm?fa=vlew&id=655 (noting 
that "ninety percent of developments meet or exceed housing quality standards, although most 
developments are more than 30 years old, and many will need rehabilitation."). 
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time with piecemeal, ad hoc strategies to address its accumulating capital backlog, but eventually 
the building will reach a “tipping point” where its deterioration becomes rapid, irreversible and 
expensive. This moment in time calls for a timely, crucial federal investment to leverage other 
resources to the task of maintaining the number of safe, decent public and assisted housing units 
available to our nation’s poor families — ^an objective that at some point, soon, will cost the 
taxpayer substantially more to achieve by other means. 

Nor can we afford to sustain the disconnect between HUD’s largest rental and operating 
assistance programs, given the disproportionate impact of the recession on the recipients of HUD 
assistance and the communities where much of HUD’s public and assisted housing stock 
remains. More than ever, communities of concentrated poverty need their public and assisted 
housing stock — even the most distressed projects that are the targets of our proposed Choice 
Neighborhoods initiative — to serve as anchors of broader neighborhood revitalization efforts. 
Simultaneously, in this challenging economy, tenants of HUD-subsidized projects also need the 
option to pursue opportunities for their families in other neighborhoods and communities as and 
when they arise, without losing the subsidy that is so crucial to maintaining their housing 
stability. Today, we lack the seamless connection that should exist between HUD's largest 
project-based assistance programs — PBRA and public housing — and the Housing Choice 
Voucher program, which leaves tenants of PBRA and public housing with limited ability to 
move to greater opportunity. 

To address these issues and move HUD’s rental housing programs into the housing market 
mainstream, HUD proposes to launch an ambitious, multi-year effort called the Transforming 
Rental Assistance (TRA) initiative. 

This initiative is anchored by four guiding principles; 

First, that the complexity of HUD’s programs is part of the problem - and we must streamline 
and simplify our programs so that they are less costly to operate and easier to use at the local 
level. Ultimately, TRA is intended to move properties assisted under these various programs 
toward a more unified funding approach, governed by an integrated, coherent set of rules and 
regulations that better aligns with the requirements of other of federal, state, local and private 
sector financing streams. 

Second, that the key to meeting the long-term capital needs of HUD’s public and assisted 
housing lies in shifting from the federal capital and operating subsidy funding stracture we have 
today — which exists in a parallel universe to the rest of the housing finance world — ^to a federal 
operating subsidy that leverages capital from other sources. 

Third, that bringing market investment to all of our rental programs will also bring market 
discipline that drives fundamental reforms. Only when our programs are truly open to private 
capital will we be able to attract the mix of incomes and uses and stakeholders necessary to 
create the sustainable, vibrant communities we need. 

And fourth, that we must combine the best features of our tenant-based and project-based 
programs to encourage resident choice and mobility. TRA reflects HUD’s commitment to 
complementing tenant mobility with the benefits that a reliable, property-based, long term rental 
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assistance subsidy can have for neighborhood revitalization efforts and as a platform for 
delivering social services. And in a world where the old city/suburb stereotypes are breaking 
down, and our metropolitan areas are emerging as engines of innovation and economic growth, 
we have to ensure our rental assistance programs keep up. 

In 201 1, the first phase of TRA will provide $350 million to preserve approximately 300,000 
units of public and assisted bousing, increase administrative efficiency at all levels of program 
operations, leverage private capital and enhance housing choice for residents. With this request, 
we expect to leverage over $7.5 billion in other public and private sector capital investment. 
PHAs and private owners will be offered the option of converting to long-term, market-based, 
property-based rental assistance contracts that include a resident mobility feature, which we are 
working to define in close collaboration with current residents, property owners, local 
governments and a wide variety of other stakeholders. 

Most of the fiscal year 201 1 downpayment on TRA, up to $290 million, will be used to fill the 
gap between the funds otherwise available for the selected properties — ^in most cases the public 
housing Operating Fund subsidy — and the first-year cost of the new contracts. As noted above, a 
reliable funding stream will help place participating properties on a sustainable footing from both 
a physical and a financial standpoint, enabling owners to leverage private financing to address 
immediate and long-term capital needs, and freeing them from the need for annual capital 
subsidies. 

Under this voluntary initiative, HUD will prioritize for conversion public housing and assisted 
multifamily properties owned by PHAs. Notably, in this regard, TRA delivers on the promise of 
over a decade's worth of movement in the field of public housing toward the private sector real- 
estate model known as "asset-management," by finally providing public housing authorities with 
the resources to successfully implement this model in the projects they will continue to own. 
Three types of privately-owned HUD-assisted properties will also be eligible for conversion in 
this first phase: Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation contracts administered by PHAs, and 
properties assisted under the Rent Supplement or Rental Assistance Programs. With this step, 
we can eliminate three smaller legacy programs that have become “orphans” as new housing 
programs have evolved. This consolidation will preserve these properties for residents, improve 
property management, and streamline HUD oversight to save the taxpayer money. 

Much of the remaining funding, up to $50 million, will be used to promote mobility by targeting 
resources to encourage landlords in a broad range of commimities to participate in the housing 
voucher program and to provide additional services to expand families’ housing choices. A 
portion of these funds also may be used to offset the costs of combining HCV administrative 
functions in regions or areas where locally-designed plans propose to increase efficiency and 
effectiveness as part of this conversion process. 

By the spring of 2010, the Administration will transmit to the relevant authorizing committees in 
Congress proposed legislation to authorize the long-term property-based rental assistance 
contracts, with a resident mobility feature, that would be funded by the Budget request. 
Enactment of a number of the provisions in the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act is also an integral 
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part of the Transfonning Rental Assistance initiative. The Administration looks forward to 
working with Congress to finalize this vital legislation. 

Without this Subcommittee’s work on HOPE VI and the Quality Housing and Work 
Responsibility Act, this opportunity would never have arisen. In fiscal year 201 1, we can 
together begin to put both public and assisted housing on firm financial footing for decades to 
come, and start to meld HUD’s disparate rental assistance and capital programs into a truly 
integrated federal housing finance system. I hope that you will help HUD make this 
breakthrough by funding the TRA initiative. 

• Increases investment in proven and restructured HUD homeless assistance programs 

Fiscal year 201 1 also marks the first year for implementation of the Homeless Emergency 
Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act, which - when signed by President 
Obama in the spring of 2009— restmctured HUD’s homeless assistance programs to incorporate 
nearly two decades of research and on-the-ground experience in confronting homelessness. To 
support implementation of this important legislation, the Budget requests $2,055 billion for 
homeless assistance funding — a nearly $200 million increase compared to fiscal year 2010. 

This additional investment in homeless assistance programs is called for even in a difficult fiscal 
environment. Culminating in the HEARTH Act, HUD’s homeless programs have evolved into a 
more performance-driven, outcome-based system for targeting and leveraging federal resources 
at the local level to combat homelessness. This Subcommittee played an indispensable role in 
this process. In the late 1990’s, when less than twenty percent of HUD homeless assistance 
grants were supporting permanent housing solutions for the most disabled homeless individuals 
and families, this Subcommittee in fiscal year 1999 joined your colleagues in the Senate in 
requiring that at least 30 percent of these grants be spent annually on the evidence-based practice 
of permanent supportive housing, and set forth the ambitious goal of creating 1 50,000 units of 
permanent supportive housing for the chronically ill, chronically homeless. Over time, the 
research foundation for this targeted investment has only solidified — attached to my testimony is 
a summary of key studies, including several published in the Journal of the American Medical 
Association, demonstrating that permanent supportive housing both ends homelessness for 
individuals whom many thought would always live on our streets and in shelters, and saves 
taxpayers money by interrupting their costly cycling through shelters, emergency rooms, detox 
centers, prisons, and even hospitals. 

As a consequence of the permanent housing set aside, maintained each year by this 
Subcommittee, HUD’s homeless assistance grants produced an average of 8,878 permanent 
supportive housing beds annually from fiscal year 2001 through fiscal year 2008, and a 
cumulative total of 71,000 beds, with an increasing percentage targeted to the chronically 
homeless (66% in FY 2008 compared to 53% in FY 2005, the first year HUD tracked such 
data). The impact was clear and dramatic. In the four years from 2005 through 2008, the 
number of chronically homeless individuals dropped bv thirty percent, certainly one of the 
greatest social welfare txilicv achievements of the past decade . 

One of the key provisions of the HEARTH Act was its codification of the 30 percent permanent 
housing set aside pioneered by this Subcommittee. Coupled with the level of funding this 
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Budget requests, and the alignment of homeless assistance grants with other HUD rental 
assistance subsidies (1 year terms), this provision is projected to yield over 9,500 new units of 
permanent supportive housing for disabled individuals and families. This will enable continued 
progress toward ending chronic homelessness. 

The HEARTH Act also codifies the unique competitive process, known as the Continuum of 
Care (“CoC”), in which HUD homeless assistance funding and priorities are incorporated within 
a robust local planning and implementation process. The CoC system provides a coordinated 
housing and service delivery system that enables communities to plan for and provide a 
comprehensive response to homeless individuals and families. Communities have worked to 
establish more cost-effective continuums that identify and fill the gaps in housing and services 
that are needed to move homeless families and individuals into permanent housing. The CoC is 
an inclusive process that is coordinated with non-profit organizations, State and local 
government agencies, service providers, private foundations, faith-based organizations, law 
enforcement, local businesses, and homeless or formerly homeless persons. This planning model 
is based on the understanding that homelessness is not merely a lack of shelter, but involves a 
variety of unmet needs — physical, economic, and social. 

Fiscal year 201 1 marks the first year for implementation of this and other key features of the 
HEARTH legislation including: increased investment in the evidence-based practice of 
homelessness prevention; improvement in the accuracy of the definition of homelessness; 
support for the project operation and local planning activities needed to continue the movement 
of the HUD-supported homeless assistance system to a more performance-based and outcome- 
focused orientation; and provision of assistance that better recognizes the needs of rural 
communities. 

In this period of economic hardship, which in many respects mirrors the early 1 980’s when 
widespread homelessness reappeared for the first time since the Great Depression, communities 
will need all of the tools authorized by the HEARTH Act — and the additional resources 
requested in this Budget — to meet the needs of those experiencing homelessness, including too 
many of our nation’s veterans. In particular, I am concerned that HUD’s Annual Homeless 
Assessment Report data showed a nine percent rise in family homelessness from 2007-2008 and 
the Department’s more recent quarterly PULSE data from a small number of geographically 
diverse localities across the country that suggests a continued increase in homelessness. 

Goal 3: Utilize Housing as a Platform for Improving Quality of Life 

A growing body of evidence points to the role housing plays as an essential platform for human 
and commimity development. Stable housing is the foundation upon which all else in a family’s 
or individual’s life is built - absent a safe, affordable place to live, it is next to impossible to 
achieve good health, positive educational outcomes, or reach one’s full economic potential. 
Indeed, for many persons with disabilities living in poverty, lack of stable housing leads to costly 
cycling through crisis-driven systems like emergency rooms, psychiatric hospitals, detox centers, 
and even jails. 

By the same token, stable housing provides an ideal launching pad for the delivery of healthcare 
and other social services focused on improving life outcomes for individuals and families. As 
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noted above, a substantial level of research has established, for example, that providing 
permanent supportive housing to chronically ill, chronically homeless individuals and families 
not only ends their homelessness, but also yields substantial cost savings in public health, 
criminal justice, and other systems — often nearly enough to fully offset the cost of providing the 
permanent housing and supportive services. More recently, scholars have focused on housing 
stability as an important ingredient for children’s success in school- unsurprisingly, when 
children are not forced to move from place to place and school-to-school, they are more likely to 
succeed academically. 

Capitalizing on these insights, HUD is launching efforts to connect housing to services that 
improve the quality of life for people and communities. The fiscal year 201 1 budget proposes 
the following important initiatives: 

• Connects formerly homeless tenants of HVD-housing to mainstream supportive 
services programs 

The Department requests $85 million for incremental voucher assistance for the new Housing 
and Services for Homeless Persons Demonstration to support groundbreaking collaborations 
with the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the Department of Education. 
This demonstration is premised on the Administration’s firm belief that targeted programs alone 
caimot end homelessness, Mainstream housing, health, and human service programs will have to 
be more fully engaged to prevent future homelessness and significantly reduce the number of 
families and individuals who are currently homeless. Two separate initiatives will be funded in 
an effort to demonstrate how mainstream programs can be aligned to significantly impact 
homelessness. 

One initiative will focus on individuals with special needs who are homeless or at risk of 
homelessness. This initiative is designed to model ways that resources across HUD and HHS 
can be brought to bear to address the housing and service needs of this vulnerable population. 
Recently released data shows that over 42 percent of the homeless population living in shelters 
has a disabling condition. The demonstration would combine Housing Choice Vouchers with 
health, behavioral health and other support services to move and maintain up to 4,000 
chronically homeless individuals with mental and substance use disorders into permanent 
supportive housing. 

Vouchers will be targeted to single, childless adults who are homeless and who are already 
enrolled in Medicaid through coverage expansion under state Medicaid waivers or state only 
initiatives. In addition, HHS is seeking $16 million in its fiscal year 201 1 budget request to 
provide wraparound funding through grants administered by the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration to promote housing stability and improvements in health 
outcomes for this population. HUD and HHS will jointly design the competitive process and 
conduct and evaluation to determine: (1) the cost savings in the healthcare and housing systems 
of the proposed approach, (2) the efficacy of replication, and (3) the appropriate cost-sharing 
among federal agencies for underwriting services that increase housing stability and improve 
health and other outcomes. 
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Another initiative will establish a mechanism for HUD, HHS and Department of Education 
programs to be more fully engaged in stabilizing homeless families, ultimately resulting in 
reducing the costs associated with poor school performance and poverty. This initiative 
strategically targets these resources to: (1) identify families who are homeless or at risk of 
homelessness, (2) intervene with the appropriate array of housing assistance, income supports, 
and services to ensure that the family does not fall into the shelter system or onto the street (or if 
already homeless that the family is stably housed and does not return to homelessness), and (3) 
provide the tools necessary to assist the family to build on its resources to escape poverty and 
reach its highest possible level of economic security and self-sufficiency. 

HUD will make available a minimum of 6,000 Housing Choice Vouchers on a competitive basis 
and jointly design the competitive process with HHS and the Department of Education. 

Winning proposals will have to show that the new vouchers are being targeted to communities 
with high concentrations of homeless families. With guidance from HHS, states will need to 
demonstrate how they will integrate HUD housing assistance with other supports — including 
TANF — ^these families will need to stabilize their housing simation, foster healthy child 
development, and prepare for, find, and retain employment. HHS will provide guidance to state 
TANF agencies and other relevant programs to explain this initiative and their role in both the 
application for the vouchers and the implementation of the program. DoE will assist with 
identifying at-risk families with children through their network of school based homelessness 
liaisons, and providing basic academic and related supports for the children. Locally, applicants 
will need to show that they have designed a well-coordinated and collaborative program with the 
TANF agency, the local public schools, and other community partners (e.g.. Head Start, child 
welfare, substance abuse treatment, etc.). 

Collectively, these initiatives represent an unprecedented, “silo-busting” alignment of federal 
resources to address the needs of some of the country’s most vulnerable individuals and families. 
At the same time, we believe they will save the taxpayer significantly in the long run. This 
innovative approach will also involve some collaboration across subcommittee jurisdictional 
lines, and we look forward to working with the members of this panel in determining how best to 
facilitate that joint action. 

• Modernizes the 202 and 81 1 Supportive Housing Programs for the Elderly and 
Disabled 

As the Department begins the process of restructuring its rental assistance programs, it must also 
ensure that its programs providing capital grants and rental assistance that are sized to the actual 
costs to operate a project ('budget-based' or 'operating cost-based') are well designed for the 
world of housing finance in the 21st century. Beyond public and assisted housing — the focus of 
the TRA initiative — ^the most prominent examples of such funding streams are the Section 202 
and 81 1 programs, which couple housing and services for the nation’s poor elderly and disabled, 
respectively. 

Although they have provided critical housing for thousands of residents, these programs are in 
need of modernization. Project sponsors no longer receive enough funding per grant for the 202 
and 81 1 programs to be a “one-stop shop” to capitalize and sustain a project, yet they are subject 
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to a level of bureaucratic oversight that suggests they are. This regulatory structure also makes it 
difficult for project sponsors to work with other financing streams, such as low income housing 
tax credits, even as the average grant size requires accessing other capital sources. As a result, 
project development is slowed and, coupled with outdated geographic allocation formulae, 
limited resources are spread too thin to reach scale at either the project or national programmatic 
levels. In 2009, the 202 program produced only 3,049 units with an average project size of 44 
units and the 81 1 program produced only 661 units with an average project size of 10 units. 

Already 10 times as many units are produced under the Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
program. And under the status quo, the total annual production of units will continue to decrease 
as the cost of supporting existing 81 1/202 properties consumes more and more of the overall 
funding allocation. This threatens to make the programs increasingly marginal for the nation’s 
elderly and disabled. 

Accordingly, HUD requests a suspension of funding for Section 202 and 811 Capital Advance 
Grants in fiscal year 2011 in order to redesign the programs to better target their resources to 
meet the current housing and supportive service needs of frail elderly and disabled very low- 
income households. The redesigned programs will maximize HUD’s financial contribution 
through enhanced leveraging requirements and will also encourage or require partnerships with 
HHS and other services funding streams to create housing that, while not medically licensed, still 
effectively meets the needs of very low-income elderly and disabled populations unable to live 
fully independently. The program reforms for both 202 and 81 1 will include the following: 1) 
new requirements to establish demand to ensure meaningful impact of dollars awarded; 2) raised 
threshold for sponsor eligibility to ensure the award of funds only to organizations with unique 
competency to achieve the program goals; 3) streamlined processing to speed development 
timeframes; 4) broader benefits of program dollars achieved by facilitating supportive services 
provided by Medicaid/Medicare Waiver programs such as the Program of All-inclusive Care for 
the Elderly (PACE) model services to 202 project residents, 5) encouraging better leveraging of 
other sources of funding, such as low income housing tax credits and 6) integrating 81 1 
programs within larger mixed finance, mixed use projects. 

Goal 4: Build Inclusive and Sustainable Communities Free from Piscrimination 

The Department’s approach to this objective is informed by the Obama Administration’s 
landmark, federal government-wide review of "place-based” policies for the first time in over 
three decades. 

Place is already at the center of every decision HUD makes. HUD’s programs today reach 
nearly every neighborhood in America ~ 58,000 out of the approximately 66,000 census tracts in 
the U.S. have one or more unit of HUD assisted housing. But we have taken this opportunity to 
renew our focus on place, with the result that the proposed FY 201 1 Budget allows HUD to 
better nurture sustainable, inclusive neighborhoods and communities across America’s urban, 
suburban, and rural landscape. 

One aspect of HUD’s refined place-based approach involves making communities sustainable 
for the long-term. Sustainability includes improving building level energy efficiency, cutting 
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carbon emissions through transit-oriented development, and taking advantage of other locational 
efficiencies. But sustainability also means creating “geographies of opportunity,” places that 
effectively connect people to jobs, quality public schools, and other amenities. Today, too many 
HUD-assisted families are stuck in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty and segregation, 
where one’s zip code predicts poor educational, emplojinent, and even health outcomes. These 
neighborhoods are not sustainable in their present state. 

This Budget lays the groundwork for advancing sustainable and inclusive growth patterns at the 
metropolitan level, communities of choice at the neighborhood scale, and energy efficiency at 
the building scale. Specifically, the fiscal year 201 1 Budget calls for the following series of 
programs and funding levels. 

• Supports and improves the federal government ’s premier community development 
program 

The economic downturn and foreclosure crisis have significantly depleted resources in state and 
local governments while increasing demand for services. Revenue declines often turn quickly 
into layoffs and cuts in services for the poor. Meanwhile, community development investments 
have a heightened role in economic redevelopment and stabilization for neighborhoods and 
regions across the country. During these difficult economic times, it is critical that the 
Administration support and enhance community development programs and to partner with 
grantees in developing strategies to increase economic vitality, build capacity, and build 
sustainable communities and neighborhoods of opportunity. Since 1974, the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program has provided formula grants to cities and states to 
catalyze economic opportunity and create suitable living environments through an extensive 
array of community development activities. 

The fiscal year 201 1 Budget proposes a total of S4.380 billion for the Community 
Development Fund, which includes: 

• $3.99 billion for CDBG formula distribution, to meet the President’s campaign promise to 
fully fimd CDBG. Simultaneously, the Department proposes a number of improvements to 
the CDBG program, including revamping the consolidated plans developed by state and local 
governments, greater accountability, and better performance metrics. 

• $150 million in funding for the second year of the Sustainable Communities Initiative. The 
initiative has four components in 201 1, described below. HUD plans to work with the 
relevant authorizing committees in order to refine these proposals. 

1) Sustainable Communities Planning Grants administered by HUD in collaboration 
with the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). These grants will catalyze the next generation of integrated 
metropolitan transportation, housing, land use and energy planning using the most 
sophisticated data, analytics and geographic information systems. Better coordination 
of transportation, inlfastructure and housing investments will result in more 
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sustainable development patterns, more affordable communities, reduced greenhouse 
gas emissions, and more transit-accessible housing choices for residents and firms. 

2) Sustainable Communities Challenge Grants to help localities implement Sustainable 
Communities Plans they will develop. These investments would provide a local 
complement to the regional planning initiative, enabling local and multi-jurisdictional 
partnerships to put in place the policies, codes, tools and critical capital investments 
to achieve sustainable development patterns. 

3) The creation and implementation of a capacity-building program and tools 
clearinghouse, complementing DOT and EPA activities, designed to support both 
Sustainable Communities grantees and other communities interested in becoming 
more sustainable. 

4) A joint HUD-DOT-EPA research effort designed to advance transportation and 
housing linkages at every level our agencies work on. 

• $150 million for the Catalytic Investment Competition Grants program to create jobs by 
providing economic development and gap financing to implement targeted economic 
investment for neighborhood and community revitalization. For too long, communities have 
lacked the kind of place-based, targeted, ‘game-changing’ federal capital investment program 
in the community and economic development arena that HOPE VI has proven to be with 
respect to severely distressed public housing. The Catalytic Investment Competition would 
rectify that imbalance by providing ‘gap financing’ for innovative, high impact economic 
development projects at scale that create jobs. The program will create a competitive 
funding stream that is responsive to changes in market conditions, leverages other 
neighborhood revitalization resources (including formula CDBG funds), and ultimately 
increases the economic competitiveness of distressed communities and neighborhoods. 

Under this proposal, my office would be permitted to consider how much and to what extent 
the project will complement and leverage other community development and revitalization 
activities such as the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative, Promise Neighborhoods, HOPE VI, 
Sustainable Communities, or other place-based investments in targeted neighborhoods to 
improve economic viability, extend neighborhood transformation efforts, and foster viable 

and sustainable communities. Applicants must develop a plan that includes measurable 
outcomes for job creation and economic activity, exhibit capacity to implement such plan, 
and demonstrate approval for the plan from the local jurisdiction. Applicants will be 
required to leverage other appropriate federal resources, including but not limited to. 
Community Development Block Grant formula funding and Section 108 Loan Guarantees. 
This will support HUD’s effort to partner with grantees to more effectively target community 
development investments towards neighborhoods with greatest need, disinvestment, or 
potential for growth. 

• Enhances and broadens capacity building for our partners 

The fiscal 201 1 Budget provides $60 million for a revamped Capacity Building program. HUD 
must embrace a 21st century vision for supporting the affordable housing and community 
development sector and will reframe the Section 4 program, including renaming the program 
“Capacity Building”, in order to reflect that vision. The objective is to expand HUD’s funding 
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capabilities, and encourage open competition through mainstream and consistent program 
funding for these activities. 

Working with cities and states to readily understand how to meet the needs of their communities, 
leverage private and other kinds of resources, and align existing programs is fundamental to 
building resilience in tough economic times. Increasing capacity at the local level is critical as 
jurisdictions partner with the Administration in implementing key initiatives such as Choice 
Neighborhoods, Sustainable Communities, and the Catalytic Competition and work to restore the 
economic vitality of their communities. This enhanced program will include local governments 
as technical assistance service recipients. 

• Takes Choice Neighborhoods to scale 

The Administration will also propose authorizing legislation for Choice Neighborhoods, funded 
at $65 million in fiscal year 2010 on a demonstration basis, and at $250 million in the Budget. I 
am appreciative that Congress was willing to fund Choice Neighborhoods on a demonstration 
basis in FY 2010, and HUD is now requesting that the program be expanded to a level where its 
impact can be significantly broader. 

This initiative will transform distressed neighborhoods where public and assisted projects are 
concentrated into functioning, sustainable mixed-income neighborhoods by linking housing 
improvements with appropriate services, schools, public assets, transportation, and access to 
jobs. A strong emphasis will be placed local community planning for school and educational 
improvements including early childhood initiatives. Choice Neighborhood grants would build 
upon the successes of public housing transformation under HOPE VI to provide support for the 
preservation and rehabilitation of public and HUD-assisted housing, within the context of a 
broader approach to concentrated poverty. In addition to public housing authorities, the initiative 
will involve local governments, non profits and for profit developers in undertaking 
comprehensive local planning with input from the residents and the community. 

Additionally, HUD is placing a strong emphasis on coordination with other federal agencies, 
with the expected result that federal investments in education, employment, income support, and 
social services will be better aligned in targeted neighborhoods. To date, the Departments of 
Education, Justice and HHS are working with HUD to coordinate investments in neighborhoods 
of concentrated poverty, including those targeted by Choice Neighborhoods. Again, we will be 
working with the House and Senate authorizing committees on these efforts. 

• Protects consumers from discrimination in the housing market and affirmatively 
furthers the goals of the Fair Housing Act 

The Budget proposes $61.1 million in support of the fair housing activities of HUD partners. 
Some sources estimate that more than 4 million acts of housing discrimination occur each year. 
To meaningfully address that level of discrimination, the Department, in addition to directing its 
own fair housing enforcement and education efforts, must engage outside partners. Therefore, 
this budget funds state and local government agencies to supplement HUD’s enforcement role 
through the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) and provides funding also to nonprofit 
fair housing organizations that provide direct, community-based assistance to victims of 
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discrimination through the Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP). The entities participating in 
the two programs both help individuals seek redress for discrimination they have suffered and 
help eliminate more wide-scale systemic practices of discrimination in housing, lending, and 
other housing-related services. This Budget provides $28.5 million to state and local agencies in 
the FHAP and S32.6 million to fair housing organizations through the FHIP. 

While this budget does not continue a $10 million initiative within the FHIP program, funded in 
fiscal year 2010, specifically directed at mortgage lending discrimination, fair housing funding, 
generally, and FHIP funding, in particular, remains substantially higher than in fiscal year 2009. 
Overall, the $61.1 million requested this year for fair housing activities overall represents a 12 
percent increase over fiscal year 2009’s enacted level of $53.5 million, and the $32.6 million 
requested for FHIP, in particular, is fully 18 percent above the $27,5 million in FY2009. 

Since its passage in 1968, the Fair Housing Act has mandated that HUD shall "affirmatively 
further fair housing" in the operation of its programs. This requires that HUD and recipients of 
HUD funds not only prohibit and refrain from discrimination in the operation of HUD programs 
but also take pro-active steps to overcome effects of past discrimination and eliminate 
unnecessary barriers that deny some populations equal housing opportunities. To assist 
recipients in meeting these obligations, the Department is revising its regulations to clearly 
enumerate the specific activities one must undertake to “affirmatively further fair housing” and 
the consequences for failure to comply. To support this effort, $2 million of the FHIP budget 
will support a pilot program whereby fair housing organizations help HUD-funded jurisdictions 
comply with these regulations. 

Finally, I want to emphasize that as HUD works through the Choice Neighborhoods initiative 
and across all of its programs to revitalize neighborhoods, as well as enable families to choose to 
move to other neighborhoods with lower poverty and greater economic opportunity, HUD will 
strive to ensure that newly revitalized neighborhoods remain affordable, inclusive places for low- 
income people to live. 

Goal 5: Transform the Wav HUD Does Business 

In light of recent natural disasters and the housing and economic crises, last year HUD saw a 
pressing need for adaptability and change. To become an innovative agency with the capacity to 
move beyond legacy programs, shape new markets and methods in the production and 
preservation of affordable housing, green the nation’s housing stock, and promote sustainable 
development in communities across America, the Department had to remake itself 

To accelerate the Department’s transformation, the fiscal year 201 1 Budget makes the following 
vital reforms. 

• Develops a basic data infrastructure and delivers on Presidential research and 
evaluation priorities 

HUD requests $87 million for the Office of Policy Development and Research, an increase of 
$39 million from FY 2010, to continue the transformation of PD&R into the nation’s leading 
housing research organization. The role of housing issues in starting the economic crisis, and the 
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importance of housing issues to the nation’s economy, shows the urgent need for this housing 
research. These funds would be used for three critical activities: 

Basic Data Infrastructure. Continue the investment made in fiscal year 2010 to support the 
collection and dissemination of the core data needed to support effective decision making about 
housing. HUD’s request for this purpose is $55 million, which is $7 million more than the fiscal 
year 2010 appropriated level of $48 million. This will be used to conduct housing surveys — 
including full funding for the American Housing Survey — support enhanced research 
dissemination and clearinghouse activities, and underwrite a Young Scholars research program. 

Presidential Research and Development Initiative. As part of the Administration’s Research and 
Development initiative that is tied to the President’s national goals of energy, health and 
sustainability, the Department proposes to administer $25 million for research on the linkages 
between the built environment and health, hazard risk reduction and resilience, and the 
development of innovative building technologies and building processes. 

Presidential Evaluation Initiative. Also for fiscal year 2011, the President is proposing to fimd 
rigorous evaluations of critical programs to inform future policy discussions. The $7 million 
proposed will supplement funding from the Transformation Initiative set-aside to support 
rigorous evaluations of the Family Self-Sufficiency Program, potential Rent Reform strategies, 
and the Choice Neighborhoods program. 

• Maintains the Department’s existing technology infrastructure 

HUD requests $315 million for the Working Capital Fund, to cover the steady state 
operations, corrective maintenance of HUD’s existing technology systems, and the re- 
competition of HUD’s infrastructure support contract. As with FY 2010, this does not include the 
“next generation technology” development that would be funded through the Transformation 
Initiative, as described below. The bulk of the fiscal year 201 1 request ($243.5 million) would be 
in the form of a direct appropriation. In addition, HUD seeks a $71 .5 million transfer from FHA 
to pay for its share of infrastructure costs and system maintenance. 

• Provides flexibility and resources needed to fuel agency transformation 

As in fiscal year 2010, the Department again seeks the authority to set-aside up to 1 percent of 
HUD’s total budget for an agency wide Transformation Initiative. 

HUD’s FY 2010 Transformation Initiative was intended to indeed be transformational. The 
resources it provides are allowing us to take long-overdue steps to upgrade and modernize our 
department and allow it to function as a 2U‘ century organization. As one example, it is helping 
us replace computer programs written in COBOL in the 1 980s with those written in the flexible 
and powerful languages of 2010. In addition, HUD has not conducted a major demonstration 
since the 1990s, when the Moving to Opportunity study was conducted. This demonstration is 
still yielding important evidence on how mobility and rental assistance interact that guides 
policy. And local government capacity to effectively use federal resources varies widely and 
leaves some communities at risk of always lagging the pack. 
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Further, even in the instance that efforts such as technical assistance were adequately funded, 
they were funded in silos - making cross-cutting initiatives that achieve the biggest bang for the 
buck next to impossible. 

The TI approach we propose — ^allowing for the flexibility to take kp to 1 jjercent of our budget 
and devoting it to four key areas — is similar to the approach applied by most cutting-edge 
institutions. This recognizes not only the need to have targeted funding to overhead - but the 
ability to respond to changing circumstances that may require overhead to consume an increased 
share of the budget, a change in the mix of activities funded and cross-cutting initiatives. 

While reprogramming requests to the Appropriations Committee provide some flexibility along 
these lines, these are inherently limited in comparison to TI funding because of absolute caps in 
statutory appropriations accounts. 

The flexibility inherent in this TI structure allows for the more nimble, responsive agency 
required in a long budget process where individual research ideas or investment proposals made 
in January might have been usurped by developments through the course of the year. A good 
example would be the $50 million in Neighborhood Stabilization technical assistance HUD made 
available to communities through ARRA. Full funding of the Transformation Initiative will 
enable HUD to take such an approach to scale and continue the delivery of a new level of 
technical assistance and capacity building to Federal funding recipients, recognizing that human 
capital, technical competence and institutional support are critical for the success of HUD’s 
partner organizations. 

And while we appreciate that the Subcommittee did recognize this reality in funding this effort 
for FY 2010 at $258 million, which has begun an important process of increasing investment and 
bridging silos, we renew our request for authority to use up to 1 percent. I would note that this 
past year we received 1 10 groundbreaking research, information technology and technical 
assistance proposals internally -- but we were only able to fund a little over half of these 
requests. Further, of the demonstrations and IT projects that were funded in 2009, many were 
multi-year projects that we have had to plan and operate, in all but the most urgent 
circumstances, with single-year funding. 

Salaries and Expenses Central Fund: Building on the principle of the Transformation Initiative, 
the Budget requests the creation of a Salaries and Expenses Central Fund, funded through a one 
percent transfer from each of HUD's salaries and expenses accounts. The Fund will provide 
targeted, temporary infusions of resources to any of HUD's program offices in order to increase 
our responsiveness to unanticipated crises and new challenges through the hiring of staff with 
appropriate expertise. One example of how this type of funding might be used would be in the 
instance of a national disaster - in response to which HUD would be expected to play a key role. 
Another would be FHA, which inside of three years has temporarily expanded from insuring 2 
percent of the market to, as mentioned previously, approximately a third. 

As you know, HUD staff has been meeting with the bipartisan, bicameral appropriations staff to 
discuss our plans in this area, and have recently submitted a detailed report on our proposals. 

And so, while I appreciate the level of trust this subcommittee showed in HUD leadership for FY 
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2010, 1 would hope that the progress we have demonstrated and the extraordinary need to build 
on these successes would warrant fall fanding for the coming fiscal year. 

Conclusion 

In sum, this Budget continues the transformation begun with the 2010 Budget - a budget 1 
recognize simply would not have been possible absent the leadership and commitment of this 
subcommittee. With the housing market showing signs of stabilization, our economy beginning 
to recover and the need for fiscal discipline crystal clear, now is the moment to reorient HUD for 
the challenges of the 2U' century - retooling its programs and initiatives so it can better falfill its 
mission to serve American households and communities more effectively and more efficiently 
over decades to come. I am proud of the progress we have begun to make in these areas with 
this subcommittee’s support, and 1 look forward to our continued progress through the proposals 
outlined in the fiscal year 201 1 Budget. Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before 
you to discuss HUD’s proposed budget. And with that, Mr. Chairman, 1 would be glad to answer 
any questions. 
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TRANSFORMING RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Let me try to understand 
your Transforming Rental Assistance program a little bit more. 

You had mentioned that we are doing assistance on 4.6 million 
units that are assisted, and part of that assistance is through the 
project-based 202s and the project-based 811s, and the other part 
of that group of 4.6 million is the ones that are under PHAs where 
we provide an operating fund that makes those persons whole in 
their 30 percent of income as a maximum that they can pay. 

Now, in the budget submission, as I see it, the Project-Based and 
the Tenant-Based Assistance Programs, Rental Assistance pro- 
grams, are increased by a total of about $1.8 billion. At that same 
time, there is a decrease in the amount of money for new 202 and 
811 housing by a total of about $750 million. 

Now, to replace this it would appear — if I am following this cor- 
rectly — ^you are having a $350 million increase or set-aside in the 
budget provided within the Transformation Rental Assistance Pro- 
gram, which I think the testimony as I read it leads me to believe 
that the major portion of that is going to be going to try to create 
new contracts as part of the Public Housing Authority’s operations. 

And that will cost a little bit of additional money because in the 
project-based program the assistance per unit is somewhat greater 
than what the assistance is for those that are at least what ap- 
pears in the operating fund for the Public Housing Authority, yet 
it is my impression we are going to be keeping the same number 
of units, but shifting them around a little bit. 

And the Capital Fund for public housing units is proposed to be 
down, but that is not used for this kind of assistance. That is used 
for actual renovations of facilities. That one is down. And the 811 
and the 202 funds, those are down by that $750 million so we are 
not going to be building any more 202s or 811s during that period 
of time. We are going to be shifting some that are presently under 
PHAs. I think that is what I understand you to be doing. 

At the same time, we have groups out there. AARP says that 
there are nine people on a waiting list for any project-based unit 
that comes available, and we also know that our fastest growing 
portion of the population is rather elderly elders, that portion of 
the population over 80 years of age, so the need out there from a 
variety of sources seem to be for a continuing increase of numbers 
of units. 

Are you proposing here only a 1-year hiatus because of the ARRA 
funding and you expect in a year or something like that to come 
back and start putting more money back into the 202s and 811s 
for new construction in those places? Can you help me understand 
this? This is a tangle that I have been going through with my staff. 

Secretary Donovan. So I think there are a number of pieces that 
you raised there, but let me try to get to all of them. 

First of all, let me say broadly, as I mentioned in my testimony 
and as I think you have heard the President say repeatedly, that 
this is a very different budget year than we were facing last year, 
and given the overall constraints on the budget, the need to reduce 
the deficit, we have had to make some very difficult choices. 
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Broadly speaking, the approach that we took was to preserve ex- 
isting units that were helping families — vouchers, public housing 
operations, project-based Section 8 — to fully fund those accounts, 
even though because of the economic crisis tenant incomes are not 
rising. In fact, in many cases they are falling, and the amount of 
subsidy per unit as a result of the economic crisis has increased in 
a number of those programs. So there was a requirement if we 
were going to fully fund those programs for the increases that you 
talked about. Those are not related to Transforming Rental Assist- 
ance. 

At the same time as we made those choices, it required if we 
were going to prioritize fully funding the existing programs of 
vouchers, Project-Based Section 8, Public Housing Operating Fund, 
as you know those represent a vast majority of the resources in 
hub’s overall budget and that that created very difficult choices 
for other programs, and we proposed cuts in a number of capital 
programs across the board, including 202 and 811. So that was the 
overall approach. That big increase in Section 8 is not related to 
the Transforming Rental Assistance. 

SECTIONS 202/811 

More specifically on 202 and 811, here are the issues around 
that. Again, very difficult choices to make, but what has happened 
over time is that the way that we produce housing for seniors, 
housing for people with disabilities, has shifted more and more 
from the 202 and 811 program to the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Program because more and more over time the 202 and 811 
funding that we have has been increasingly eroded by the renewals 
to the point where we now produce about 1,000 units a year 
through the Section 811 program and about 4,000 a year through 
the Section 202 program. 

If you look at the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program 
today, we produce almost 12 times that number of units for people 
with disabilities and about seven times that number of units for 
seniors, so again the vast majority of units for seniors and people 
with disabilities today are produced by the Tax Credit Program. 

As the 202 and 811 program has shrunk relatively in terms of 
new units it can produce, at the same time there are a number of 
difficulties and challenges with the program that are developed, 
and I know this very personally from having worked on it both in 
the private sector and the public sector. 

So, for example, today the grants are not sufficient in 202 and 
811 to cover the cost of development and so in almost every single 
case you are not only using 202 and 811; you are also using-low 
income housing tax credits, maybe some home money, a range of 
sources, and what it has meant is that it has become incredibly 
complex to produce those 202 and 811 units because the program 
was always set up to be a one-stop shop program, not to be done 
in this mixed finance environment. 

There are a range of other issues. The way that we target those 
to different markets, we now have, despite the waiting list that you 
talked about, a number of 202 and 811 developments that are 
going unfilled, and we have had to issue waivers to lower the ages 
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for admissions to those developments and so we have to look at as 
one of the reforms how we target that assistance. 

We also need to look at streamlining environmental require- 
ments and a whole range of other things along the lines that I 
talked about that might have made sense when the program was 
a one-stop shop, but no longer make sense when 202 and 811 is 
only providing a small share or a partial share of the overall devel- 
opment cost. 

The last thing I would say, and this is a point that you raised 
in your question. In a world where we produce 8 or 10 times as 
many units for seniors and people with disabilities with the tax 
credit as we do with 202 and 811, I think it is important for us 
to think about targeting 202 and 811 to seniors or people with dis- 
abilities with needs that would not be met by the Tax Credit Pro- 
gram alone. I think particularly frail seniors where we could com- 
bine 202 and 811 with PEACE or other initiatives that HHS has 
are very versatile areas for us to look to be able to carry out some 
of these reforms, so those are a set of the issues and challenges 
that we see on 202 and 811. 

I want to be clear, finally, to get to the last point in your ques- 
tion, that we believe that if we can make fixes to the program that 
the program has an enormous value. I want to make sure that that 
is communicated. This is not that we think the program should be 
eliminated or that there is no need for it going forward. There is 
obviously a real need. We have to align the program with those 
needs and make it operate more efficiently, and we look forward to 
working with the authorizers, as well as this Committee, on those 
reforms. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Secretary, I was not aware that what I had 
asked raised so many different points, but in any case that was a 
very thorough answer. 

I do think I understand that the increase in funding for project- 
based and tenant-based does not include any new vouchers particu- 
larly, and neither does the TI Transforming Rental Assistance Ini- 
tiative, end up producing any more units. That is not where the 
units are produced. The units continue to be produced by what you 
are suggesting is almost on average 8 to 10 times the rate of what 
we are doing by our building the 202s and 811s by using the tax 
credit procedures. Is that basically correct? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Pro- 
gram alone, without 202 and 811, produces eight to 10 times that 
number of units. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. 

Secretary Donovan. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Latham. I am sorry to come back. 
I had used all of my five minutes to ask the question, and you have 
gone much farther, and then I took another moment to go beyond. 
Go ahead. 

Mr. Latham. Does that mean I am out of time? All right. 

Mr. Olver. That was the time I had used. His answer was his 
own. 

Mr. Latham. Does that count, your comment? Does that count 
against my time? Anyway, on the 811 program and the 202, you 
have had personal experience in your previous life. What did you 
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see? If there was one big problem in these as far as administering 
them, what would you identify that problem to be? 

Secretary Donovan. Well, just to elaborate on Chairman Giver’s 
question and my response, as Commissioner of Housing in New 
York City we produced some of the first ever 202 developments 
using low-income housing tax credits. That was only allowed a few 
years ago. 


LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT 

And I will tell you it was enormously complex. It took us prob- 
ably 8 to 12 months on average with those. We were some of the 
first in the country, and to be honest we had I think, some of the 
most sophisticated development partners, non-profit organizations 
that were quite strong. These programs are limited to nonprofit de- 
velopers, and they struggled quite mightily to try to bring together 
the funding that was necessary. 

They never could have developed them with just the 202 and 811 
financing alone because the limits on it were not enough to con- 
struct the units, and that has been one of the real issues, having 
costs run away from the ability of the program to fund. On the 
other hand, if we allowed more funding per development we would 
stretch even more thinly across the country the current allocation 
of money because it is so few units at this point it reaches very few 
places and so there is an inherent tension there that is very dif- 
ficult. 

So it is that complexity that drove the difficulty of developing 
with it that I think is the single most important reform that we 
need to look at. There are a number of others that I mentioned, but 
that one alone I think if we cannot change the program so that it 
can be used as one in a series of financing streams without com- 
pletely upending the process, then we have not really solved the 
fundamental issue. 

Mr. Latham. Got you. Okay. You are to be commended, to 
change the subject; commended for your work to ensure the sol- 
vency of the FHA, and I applaud your recently proposed legislative 
initiatives that continue to restore the capital count of the pro- 
gram. I am still very concerned that FHA remains about 30 percent 
of the overall single family mortgage market; you said I think in 
your statement 50 percent of the new home purchases. 

Your budget recommendation assumes that private capital will 
return to the conventional mortgage market. Could you give us just 
a historic perspective of what percentage FHA had say 5 years ago? 
Where do you expect it to be at the end of 2010, 2011, just to give 
us an idea? 


CREATION OF FHA 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I am happy to do that. So I guess the first 
historical point I would make is that FHA was set up in the wake 
of the Great Depression for exactly this kind of situation. I think 
Congress recognized at that time that mortgage capital was too im- 
portant to American families and communities to allow in situa- 
tions like the economic crisis we have just gone through for mort- 
gage capital to disappear completely or to become so expensive that 
average American families could not access it. 
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And so while we are concerned about FHA remaining at such a 
large share of the market on a temporary basis I think it is playing 
exactly the role that Congress intended when it was set up, and 
the fact that we continue to have mortgage capital available at 
near record low interest rates during this crisis. You compare that 
to small business lending or commercial real estate lending. I think 
you see the important impact that FHA has had by continuing to 
make capital available. 

Having said that, we do believe it should be a temporary step. 
We do want to see the private market start to come back. One of 
the important elements of the reforms that we propose is an in- 
crease in our mortgage insurance premiums. We believe that, along 
with other steps, will help to bring private capital back into the 
market; not only help to restore our reserves, but also bring capital 
back. 

Typically our market share, although it has fluctuated very 
strongly, has been in the 10 to 20 percent of the market range. In- 
terestingly, if you look back during the worst years of the crisis, 
the subprime crisis, FHA, because we fully documented incomes, 
because we only did owner-occupied, because we only did 30-year 
fixed rate mortgages, we shrunk to about 2 percent of the market 
and so just 2 years ago we were almost an insignificant piece of the 
market and have grown rapidly only as subprime lenders and oth- 
ers have retreated. 

So that gives you a little bit of the history. Our expectation is 
that we come back to that 20 percent or lower rate. 

Mr. Latham. You could not compete with the people who had no 
standards basically. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Yes, and I think it is important to point out 
that we did not compete in fact and that we retained our — and 
really that is one of the reasons why today even though I have con- 
cerns about FHA’s condition and we have to watch what is hap- 
pening very carefully, the share of business that we did in the 
worst years of the crisis was very, very small. 

And so the impacts that it has had on our balance sheet, while 
the performance of those years of loans have been poor because of 
what is happening in the economy, because of what happened to 
house prices, we still see that it is a relatively small share of our 
business relative to our overall book, very different from subprime 
lenders or Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac or other players in the 
market. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. At this point we will go back and forth in order of 
when people came to the Committee room. Ms. Kilpatrick. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is certainly good 
to be first after my Chairman and Ranking Member. Mr. Secretary, 
good to see you again. 

Secretary Donovan. Good to see you again. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. I want to commend, first of all, both you and 
President Obama for doing what you said you were going to do a 
year ago when you and Secretary LaHood sat in that seat. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program I and II has been awe- 
some. The whole issue of Sustainable Communities and Choice 
Neighborhoods is well on its way. We were happy and very de- 
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lighted — thank you very much — that 12 of our cities working with 
our housing authorities submitted to you a plan that also included 
our land bank states, our largest county and others to do just what 
you said you were going to do when you sat there, and we want 
to commend you for that. 

I do not know if you know this, but those 12 cities are rep- 
resented by three Republicans and three Democrats in our Con- 
gress in our state of Michigan, so we are very proud of that as well. 
It is an awesome way to begin the development and saving homes, 
keeping people in their homes, land massing and rebuilding, so I 
just wanted to say thank you for that. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you for saying that. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. When you came before us in Michigan a ques- 
tion came from the press. I am a proponent of the stimulus plan, 
the ARRA. I think it is doing a fine job. You talked about what was 
obligated at that time and what had already gone out the door. 
That was a month or two ago now. Where do we stand now with 
HUD dollars related to that? 

hud’s recovery act funding 

Secretary Donovan. So since we last spoke about that we have 
significantly increased both our obligations of money, as well as the 
spending. As of today — in fact, at the one year anniversary of the 
Recovery Act — we had obligated 98 percent of all of HDD’s funding, 
including our competitions, all of the different programs, and we 
are about $3 billion actually spent. 

I want to make an important point about that. When we obligate 
money that means we sign contracts with our partners so that 
money gets to work, jobs start being created, et cetera. Just like 
a homeowner, we do not pay for work. If you are renovating your 
kitchen or a bathroom, you do not pay for that work until it is actu- 
ally completed. 

The same thing is true of our Recovery Act programs is that we 
only reimburse money or actually fully disburse that money once 
work is actually complete. So even though we are about 30 percent 
at this point actually spent, 98 percent of the money is at work cre- 
ating jobs. 

We have completed spending on a lot of rehabilitation, which 
takes a shorter period of time. What takes a longer period of time 
is neighborhood stabilization or new construction activities that re- 
quire often 2 years to be completed and so the actual spending of 
the money takes a longer time, but as soon as we have obligated 
it it begins to create jobs and stimulate the economy because folks 
are at work before they come back to us for reimbursement. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. Can you give us that? Can you give this 
congressperson? I want Michigan, but I am sure my colleagues — 
can you tell us that? 

I mean, we read it all the time. I know it is working in Michigan. 
We are one of the most devastated, distressed states at the mo- 
ment. But I need that. I need something to give me the picture — 
words and paragraphs and maps or graphs or whatever you have. 

Secretary Donovan. Yes. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. It would help tell the story, and it would keep 
people energized because they want to stay in their home. I mean. 
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they have lost value, and you spoke to that a bit in your opening 
remarks. The value of housing has decreased across the country 
and in some areas like mine more than others. 

I think it would give us the hope. The $30 billion that was just 
announced by the Secretary of Treasury a couple weeks ago, $30 
billion to Community Development Financial Institutions to help 
small businesses begin to loan so people can stay in their houses 
and otherwise. Is HUD a partner with that too? 

I like the coordination between HUD, Transportation and EPA. 
I just think that with the new Treasury part that is another piece 
that can help sustain all of this. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We do work very closely with Treasury on 
the full range of initiatives, including the CDFI initiative that you 
talked about. That is part of a broader effort to make sure that 
small businesses, community-based businesses, have access to cap- 
ital at this point. 

CDFI, Community Development Financial Institutions, is a very 
important source of funding, but there is also the $30 billion that 
you talked about which will go to smaller community banks to be 
able to increase their lending for small businesses as well. 

Just the last thing I would say is I would be happy to follow up 
with any members of the Committee around our data on the Recov- 
ery Act. We do have the website that is available that has every 
single investment, but we have also broken it down by jurisdiction, 
state and localities, and in fact we are actively reaching out. 

I spoke to your governor just a few weeks ago about every single 
one of our programs, where they are in spending. We are following 
up with mayors, housing authorities, a range of them, through play 
space reporting meetings that we are doing in every one of our re- 
gions around the country, so we are actively following up to make 
sure that money gets out as quickly as possible. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. Okay. I think that is very important. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. It has already created tens of thousands of 
jobs, but we want to make sure it gets out quickly. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. Once you say it we have to see it, so I would 
like a little publication from HUD that 

Secretary Donovan. Absolutely. 

Ms. Kilpatrick [continuing]. A tenth grader could understand so 
I could take it out and talk about it. I mean, that is what we need. 
I mean, it is one thing to see it in graphs and all that, but you have 
to make it simple. People have to know what is happening. I see 
it and its capability and what it could be in the next 5 years. 
Thank you for that. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, Mr. Sec- 
retary. We had the pleasure of having Secretary LaHood here a 
couple weeks ago, and I think the Chairman thought my questions 
to him were a little harsh. As a result, I was feeling bad. I did not 
get my TIGER Grant that was announced on the 17th, but then I 
checked with Pastor and he did not get one either and he sucked 
up to LaHood, so I will attempt to be gentle. 

I know your testimony was written. I do not think it was written 
today, and I just want to correct the record just a little bit. You 
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correctly indicate that consumer confidence rose for 3 straight 
months, but it omits what came out today. Consumer confidence 
fell 11 months in the February survey, down from 57 to 46. 

In addition, as you know, it is made up of two parts. How people 
are feeling about how things are going now dropped from 29 to 19, 
and whether or not they think the next 6 months are going to be 
good or bad fell from 77 to 63. As I read the Conference’s summary 
it seems to be tied into a great deal of uncertainty relative to jobs 
and the fact that there are not any and unemployment continues 
to stagnate despite the Administration’s best efforts. 

Are you following up on Ms. Kilpatrick’s observation? The Presi- 
dent a couple weeks ago or just last week was out in Nevada with 
Senator Reid, and he unveiled a $1.5 billion program to assist five 
states — I think Michigan being one of them, Nevada, Arizona — 
with foreclosures. Did you have a hand in that? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I am very familiar with it and have worked 
closely with the White House and Treasury around all the housing 
efforts. 

Mr. LaTourette. I thought so. Let me just indicate that my 
friend from Cleveland, Ohio, Congressman Kucinich, who if he had 
just had a couple more thousand dollar hits could be President of 
the United States today, sent a letter to the President and basically 
suggested that perhaps the formula for how these states were se- 
lected is funny, and funny by I understand it is based upon a 12.5 
percent unemployment — Ohio is at 11.5 — and it is based upon not 
the number of homes in foreclosure, which is at an all-time record 
in the state of Ohio, but instead based upon a loss of property 
value of 20 percent or more. 

And so I certainly understand why a state like California quali- 
fies because I think the median home price out there is like 
$600,000 and Ohio is about $78,000, and so I guess are you willing 
to go back and meet with your boss and the Treasury Secretary 
and perhaps look at this program to see if you have used the right 
metrics? 

Even though I just have a small slice of Cuyahoga County, which 
is where Cleveland is located, the only county in the country that 
will have lost more population between the last census and this 
census is Orleans Parish, and they had a hurricane. 

I read someplace that the gentlelady’s town of Detroit, the me- 
dian home price is like $7,000. I mean, these places are really hurt- 
ing, and I think to have it based upon a 20 percent property decline 
rather than the sheer percentage of people who are losing their 
homes, because quite frankly 20 percent, I think you have to be 
rich. 

You know, we are always trying to tax the rich people a little bit 
more. In order to lose 20 percent of your home value you probably 
have a pretty sweet house. Now, the guy that has an $80,000 house 
and loses 5.4 percent, he is hurting just as much or more as the 
person in California. So, one, are you willing to go back and look 
at the metrics? Two, if not, or if so, is this just the first step and 
you are getting ready to unleash a wave of five additional states 
coming up? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I appreciate the question. I do think it is 
important in answering that to sort of put this program in context. 
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STABILIZING HOUSING MARKET 

This is a billion and a half dollars, one piece in a much broader 
effort around stabilizing the housing market. To be clear, Michigan 
was one of the states included there. I think some similar issues 
to Ohio, but much significantly deeper declines there. 

What we were specifically trying to get to with the effort you are 
talking about is dealing more extensively with the issue of negative 
equity, and that obviously has been steepest in places with the 
deepest housing declines. 

Recognizing that Ohio has particular challenges that are longer 
standing, frankly foreclosure — I was there just recently. Fore- 
closures have been rising for 10 years in a row. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. And so it is not a result of a housing bubble 
and a run up in price. It is a result of longer term issues, which 
I think we can better attack with other strategies. 

Congresswoman Kilpatrick mentioned the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization program. A part of that, Ohio was one of the states in 
the country that got the most competitive funding out of that pro- 
gram, over $175 million which we announced just a few weeks ago, 
which I think deals more directly with the challenges that Ohio is 
facing in terms of long-term property abandonment and decline 
than the more recent program with the HFAs would have with neg- 
ative equity problems. 

And so I think that, combined with the other efforts we have 
around modifications, refinancings, can be more effective for Ohio 
than the kind of programs that we announced last week. 

Mr. LaTourette. With the Chairman’s indulgence if I could, I 
agree with you on Neighborhood Stabilization, but HAMP. Those 
stats are out as well. Ohio is 48 out of 51. We threw in the District 
of Columbia as well. Forty-eight out of 51 in terms of mortgages 
that have successfully been modified using the HAMP program. 

So I do not know what you all need to do to help Ohio, but I 
would ask you to go back and give it your best effort. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome. Secretary. 

Secretary Donovan. Good to see you. 

Mr. Pastor. Good to see you again. First of all, thank you for 
part of the action that we got on that TARP $1.5 billion. We spoke 
one time almost 8 months ago in Arizona. We had the foreclosure 
and also the problems we were having because the bubble burst in 
the southwest, so we thank you for that additional money. 

Also, we have taken to heart in Maricopa County. We have just 
finished the 20 mile light rail system, and last year your staff here 
in Washington and San Francisco and in Phoenix worked very hard 
to ensure that a large apartment complex that was two blocks 
away from the light rail that were in foreclosure, and it worked 
very hard with the City of Phoenix and now the Parkley Apart- 
ments are part of the City of Phoenix and are being renovated so 
that we are completing at least our model with the initiative that 
you and Secretary LaHood have of making affordable housing next 
to a light rail system. 
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With that in mind, the reason I am going to ask you is because 
I think from the City of Phoenix again we are taking advantage of 
the light rail system that we have, and I think there is a HOPE 
VI application because it will be moved somewhat closer to the 
light rail. 

But one of the things I wanted to talk to you about, and I am 
going to ask you three questions and then you can answer them. 
Last year we funded $65 million as a demonstration project. Choice 
Neighborhoods, and we kept $135 million in HOPE VI. For 2011, 
you zeroed out HOPE VI and you have gone to the Choice Neigh- 
borhoods. 

Anticipating that Choice Neighborhoods is going to be author- 
ized, my three questions are what is the timeline on the authoriza- 
tion of Choice Neighborhoods? What happens if it is not done this 
year? Are you asking the Subcommittee to fund Choice Neighbor- 
hoods as a demonstration project and eliminate HOPE VI? 

And the third question is how will you evaluate current grants 
or current applications for HOPE VI that are in the pipeline? Will 
you look at what were the model HOPE VI evaluation tools or are 
you going to be using evaluation tools that you are proposing for 
Choice Neighborhoods? 

The proWem I have is that the Omnibus Appropriations Bill 
passed in December, and this demonstration project probably 
counting months at best has been 2 months in existence and yet 
within seven months of 2010 you want to eliminate HOPE VI. I am 
a little bit concerned, so that is why I ask the three questions. 

CHOICE NEIGHBORHOODS V. HOPE VI 

Secretary DoNOVAN. And I am glad you did because I think this 
is a very important point in terms of what is possible. 

First of all, just to give you some background on where we are, 
at the urging of the Committee we have been working very closely 
with the authorizers. We have shared draft legislation, had a num- 
ber of discussions. We have had a whole range of stakeholder meet- 
ings around the legislation, and I will be testifying in just a few 
weeks with the House authorizing committee on the legislation, so 
we are moving forward on that front. 

Just to be very clear, every project that is eligible for HOPE VI, 
public housing, would be able to be funded through Choice Neigh- 
borhoods. This is not choosing not to fund HOPE VI. In fact, what 
this is saying is that HOPE VI has been so successful that we be- 
lieve we ought to take the same tool and allow it to be used not 
just for public housing, but for troubled multifamily housing or 
even privately-owned housing. 

The examples you use are perfect ones. Parkley Apartments that 
you mentioned. That is an example where we have some of the 
most distressed housing that is causing enormous neighborhood 
problems in communities that is not public housing, but it is pri- 
vately owned assisted housing, and yet it has never before had the 
ability to access funding like HOPE VI to do comprehensive rede- 
velopment. 

We, in fact, have many neighborhoods where you have sitting lit- 
erally across the street from each other a public housing develop- 
ment and assisted housing development. HOPE VI can help to re- 
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develop one of them, but not the other. Choice Neighborhoods 
would change that. It would allow you to redevelop both of them. 

In fact, Phoenix is a great example. I have heard this as I have 
traveled around the country. HOPE VI is enormously popular. I 
understand your concern because it has been such an effective pro- 
gram, but I also hear from mayors, from housing authorities. You 
know, the problem is we have redeveloped these three blocks, but 
across the street I have got 10 foreclosures that are threatening the 
neighborhood. 

Particularly as we have seen the foreclosure crisis happen that 
has become the leading problem in many neighborhoods from a 
housing point of view, and yet HOPE VI does not have the flexi- 
bility to be able to buy up and renovate or do something about that 
foreclosed housing. 


CHOICE NEIGHBORHOODS 

So what Choice Neighborhoods would do would allow a housing 
authority to come in, apply for money to redevelop the public hous- 
ing, but also perhaps buy the eight or 10 foreclosed houses on the 
next block that are going to be the big neighborhood issue going 
forward and to include home ownership in the redevelopment, for 
example. 

So I do not think it is fair to say that it is a demonstration pro- 
gram like some other demonstration program that is not tested. In 
fact, what we are doing is simply saying let us take the successes 
of HOPE VI and allow that same success to be used for assisted 
housing, privately owned housing, and include those in a more 
comprehensive neighborhood revitalization strategy and, I think 
even better for those housing authorities, to bring other resources. 

We have been talking with the Department of Justice about their 
Weed and Seed program. Department of Education about Promise 
Neighborhoods, to be able to bring not just the housing resources, 
but to bring other resources that could help comprehensive redevel- 
opment in that neighborhood as well. 

So we fully expect that under Choice Neighborhoods the large 
majority of the funding would go to redevelop public housing to 
housing authorities. It would just provide more flexibility to be able 
to serve some additional types of housing as well and to do more 
comprehensive redevelopment. 

Mr. Pastor. With your indulgence, the second question dealt 
with if it is not authorized what do you expect the Subcommittee 
to do? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. As you rightly said, there is funding for 
HOPE VI in the 2010 bill. LJnless the Committee, the Authorizing 
Committee, is able to get legislation finished, we would move for- 
ward with a REP under HOPE VI as we have in past years. If the 
legislation would allow us to move it into Choice Neighborhoods 
quickly enough to be able to get the money out, then we would 
combine them and be able to move forward in that direction. But 
it really does depend on what the authorizing legislation, what the 
timing is and what it would allow us to do. 

Mr. Pastor. I do not know if we are going to fund it or not. Are 
you going to ask this Committee, if it is not authorized to fund 
Choice Neighborhoods as a demonstration project but take all the 
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money, $250 million, and say we have now zeroed out HOPE VI 
and now this is Choice Neighborhoods? 

Secretary Donovan. You mean for 2011? I thought you were 
talking about the 2010. 

Mr. Pastor. 2011. 

Secretary Donovan. I am sorry. 

Mr. Pastor. Okay, 2011. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. For the 2011 funding, honestly, I think that 
is a discussion with the Committee. Just as we had last year, we 
had a lot of discussions and back and forth about this depending 
on the timing. And I think ultimately by the time we get to final- 
izing the budget, a lot of that depends on whether authorizing leg- 
islation has passed through the House and the Senate or not. I am 
not sure I can provide a more detailed answer than that at this 
point. 

Mr. Olver. I do not think the Secretary’s plan on moving the 
2010 budget HOPE VI on allotment to Choice Neighborhoods, that 
was not a done deal. Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, welcome. 
I believe when you made your joint appearance with Secretary 
LaHood it was about the same time I came on this Subcommittee, 
so I probably am still, and I can assure you I am still in a learning 
process, I think you are just the man to educate me. And some 
questions I am just curious about, they may be simple or they may 
not be. Foreclosures are anticipated, I think, to be around 19 mil- 
lion people by the end of 2010, and this is really kind of the 
linchpin of our economic recovery when we get down to it, and 
based upon what the Administration has done thus far it seems 
that the strategy is refinancing at lower interest rates to try to 
keep people from going underwater. 

And I guess I have a couple of questions about that. I guess the 
Administration intends to continue to tackle this problem using 
some form of refinancing to work our way through this. Will this 
effort be sufficient with everybody that is involved so we will be 
able to keep everybody from going underwater? And what about 
those people that refinance and still go underwater, will we refi- 
nance again? And finally, some of those financial pages have been 
raising issues about will Ginnie Mae and maybe FHA go the way 
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac if they continue down this road? 
I do not know what they base that on, I do not know whether that 
is a valid criticism or not a valid criticism and I would welcome 
your comment. 

Secretary Donovan. So, first of all I would say that refinancing 
has been a critical part of the strategy, I talked about it in my 
statement in terms of the fact that it has reached about 4 million 
homeowners, about $1,500 a month on average — I am sorry — annu- 
ally for those families. And that in total talking about probably $7 
billion a year in savings and frankly economic stimulus more 
broadly from those savings. But we have also been very focused on 
increasing the pace of modifications. 

MAKING HOME AFFORDABLE ACT 

We have reached only 1 year after the President announced the 
Making Home Affordable effort, the modification portion of that 
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has reached over a million homeowners, and on average their re- 
ductions have been about $500 a month in terms of their payments, 
so over $2 billion of reduced payments in total to those families al- 
ready. We have had some challenges with the servicers converting 
those to permanent modifications, we have made some changes, we 
are beginning to see better pickup in terms of that where we have 
reached almost 200,000 permanent modifications either signed by 
the borrowers or approved by the lender and provided to the bor- 
rowers. 

So we are starting to see some acceleration, we are going to keep 
pushing on that front, I think that could be a big benefit. What I 
would say though is, you know, to be frank, we are not going to 
be able to save every home or to keep every homeowner in their 
home. Some folks simply bought too much house. We are going to 
do everything we can around unemployed or other homeowners 
that are doing the right thing and can afford to stay in the house 
long term, but we also have been working with servicers and others 
to try to provide alternatives to foreclosure that would allow a fam- 
ily to move on without damaging their credit rating and to be able 
to move more quickly so that if they have a job in another town 
or another community that they can move as quickly as possible as 
well. 

So those efforts around what we call short sales and deed-in-lieu 
are also an important part of the effort as well to make sure that 
if we cannot keep every family in their home, which we cannot, 
that we are still minimizing the impacts whether it is to their cred- 
it ratings that, you know, foreclosure would damage their credit 
rating forever, and, frankly, for the community so that the house 
does not sit vacant for a number of months and bring down 
everybody’s property value in the community even further. 

So with those broad efforts, that is really what we are aimed at. 
And again, a year ago when we started this effort, the consensus 
forecast was that the housing market was going to decline another 
5 percent last year. In fact, housing prices actually went up last 
year for the first time in three years, average homeowner built 
about $12,000 in equity from about April on last year. And so we 
have seen some broad stabilization in the market, we have got a 
ways to go before we are sure that we are out of the woods, but 
those efforts have all worked together to make some real progress 
and we have a number of other things, including the announce- 
ment we made last week, that we will continue to do to try to move 
forward to help those homeowners that really can make it through 
as homeowners on a sustainable basis. 

Mr. Carter. And my time is probably up, but what about the 
question of some of the financial pages saying we have got to be 
cautious that they do not go the same way as Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac? I can remember the huge epic, at least in Texas, of 
HUD foreclosures in the 1970s, where that was the HUD fore- 
closures were everywhere, you know, people making all kinds of 
bargains on the HUD foreclosures. Are we being cautious that we 
are not overextending FHA and Ginnie Mae? 
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STRICTER FHA REQUIREMENTS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. What I will say is we have had, it is a very 
important balancing act that we have been trying to achieve be- 
tween ensuring that credit is available — because if we were to 
withdraw completely we would push home prices down even fur- 
ther and hurt the market — while also making sure that we are 
being responsible about the loans that we are making. That is why 
we have, in the last 6 months we have suspended about 270 lend- 
ers from FHA — we were concerned about some of the subprime 
lenders migrating over so we have been very aggressive about en- 
forcement, and that is also why we have raised our downpayment 
requirements for the riskiest borrowers — and we have raised our 
premiums and we are proposing in the budget to raise them some- 
what further on the annual side if we can get legislative authority 
to ensure that we are bringing the fund back to a level of reserves 
that we are comfortable with. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, welcome. 

Secretary Donovan. Good to see you. 

Mr. Price. Appreciate your testimony and your good work. I 
want to ask you about the SHOP program, the Self Help Homeown- 
ership Opportunity Program. I am sure that will not surprise you, 
there have been a number of questions raised about your handling 
of that in this budget. But first let me say, I have been listening 
very carefully to the exchange between Mr. Pastor and you on 
HOPE VI and Choice Neighborhoods, and I am baffled that you 
have come in with a proposal that continues to insist on ending one 
program to start another. 

Now, maybe I am missing something but I heard the praise you 
gave for HOPE VI, this is a program in its prime. Took us a lot 
of years to get there, but it is a program in its prime. I can cer- 
tainly testify to that with the projects that have been on budget, 
on time, actually ahead of time in Raleigh, North Carolina, a good 
project in Durham, they have made a lot of difference. We are part 
of the backlog too, we have another very strong proposal in the 
pipeline. 

So I think I and other Members are open to the need to reauthor- 
ize HOPE VI, the need to incorporate new ideas in HOPE VI. Some 
of the ideas you mention today for Choice Neighborhoods sound to 
me like very good ideas. I do not understand why we are going 
through this rigmarole of trying to shut down one program and 
start another, particularly since there are authorization problems, 
and it just is baffling to me because we do have a strong program 
in HOPE VI, everyone seems to agree with that. 

We struggled for years, the Chairman, I, lots of others, through 
the Bush Administration to avoid zeroing it out. Now we seem to 
have a chance for this Program to realize its full potential and we 
are faced with this proposal for a totally new approach, although 
it is not totally new really. It seems to be in the realm, as you 
yourself said, it seems to be in the realm of a new and improved 
HOPE VI. It is not clear to me why that requires a new start. I 
will invite you to comment further on that if you want to, but let 
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me say what I want to say about SHOP, and then maybe you can 
answer both at once. 

Here again we have a program that many of us have witnessed 
in our districts as a success, it particularly involves Habitat for Hu- 
manity, as you well know. And many of us have seen the collabo- 
rative efforts of Habitat to combine private funds and sweat equity 
and Federal dollars to provide housing opportunities to low income 
home buyers. So you can imagine HUD’s request to eliminate fund- 
ing for SHOP has alarmed many in the Habitat community and 
others involved in volunteer efforts to provide decent housing. 

So I hope you can provide this Committee right now orally or 
anything more you want to provide for the record with an expla- 
nation of the Department’s evaluation of the SHOP program. You 
requested funding last year, we upped that funding. Why are you 
proposing that this funding be eliminated, what do you see as the 
potential in the future, if not for this program then for the function 
that it performs? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. So, I think SHOP is one example of a num- 
ber of areas where we felt — and I think, let me come back to the 
HOPE VI and Choice Neighborhoods question but I think there is 
a similar question there — we have seen, I think, over time that we 
have many many smaller specialized programs that are targeted at 
creating or starting new kinds of partnerships, new efforts, and in 
fact we have some efforts similar to that in the budget that we 
have proposed where a focused effort like SHOP on self help home- 
ownership, like Habitat does, is very very important. 

SHOP 

What I would say is, that effort has succeeded, that what we now 
see is that the vast majority of funding that goes to efforts like 
Habitat pursues in the self help area are funded much more by 
HOME and our other programs than they are by SHOP, in fact 
SHOP remains a relatively small amount of funding relative to the 
overall investment that we make in Habitats and other similar pro- 
grams around the country. So we felt, rather than maintain a small 
amount of funding in SHOP where HOME, every activity that is 
eligible can be funded through HOME and in fact a large amount 
of it is funded through HOME, we felt it made more sense, particu- 
larly at a time where we are trying to streamline the Department’s 
programs and simplify them, to focus on the home funding and con- 
solidate it there. 

Mr. Price. Well, excuse me, why are you cutting HOME then? 
Why are you proposing that the HOME funds be cut by $200 mil- 
lion? 


HOME 

Secretary DoNOVAN. As I said at the outset, we made a series of 
decisions about prioritizing funding this year where, given the 
overall budget constraints, funding for new capital development 
was reduced in a range of programs to be able to maintain full 
funding for Project Based Section 8 vouchers, and other programs. 
So I am not going to say those are not difficult decisions and that, 
I certainly think HOME is achieving good things, I used it, you 
know, very extensively in 
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Mr. Price. Well, you have just argued, you have just argued that 
not only is it achieving good things but it can absorb the functions 
of other items elsewhere in the budget that you are eliminating. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. My point was that more units of self help 
ownership get funded through HOME than do through the SHOP 
program itself, and we felt to maintain two separate programs that 
are achieving the same thing did not make sense administratively, 
to combine those to be able to do them together. 

Mr. Price. All right, that logic still escapes me, but and believe 
me I understand very very well the virtues of the HOME program, 
I was on the Einancial Services Committee when the HOME pro- 
gram was authorized and I think that is a unique program in its 
flexibility and its uses, including perhaps some overlap with SHOP. 
But the notion that you are eliminating SHOP and saying it might 
be absorbed into the HOME program and then whacking $200 mil- 
lion off the HOME program, you will have to acknowledge, that 
does not seem exactly like a strong, robust argument for working 
more with Habitat and these other organizations that are depend- 
ent on SHOP. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I think those capital cuts, not just in HOME 
but in all the programs that we proposed are difficult choices, and 
they will make it harder to produce new units of affordable housing 
in a range of areas, I do not deny that, and these were difficult 
choices. However, having two separate programs, I think, that ac- 
complish those same things is not a direction I think that we ought 
to be going long term. I think that is similar to your point about 
Choice Neighborhoods and HOPE VI. The fundamental point I 
would make is that this is not ending HOPE VI, this is expanding 
what HOPE VI can achieve. 

CHOICE NEIGHBORHOODS 

Every single project that would be eligible under HOPE VI could 
be funded under what we are proposing for Choice Neighborhoods. 
And so what does not make sense, I think in my view, is if we were 
to continue in the long term a HOPE VI program and a separate 
Choice Neighborhoods program, if you have a community that has 
public housing on one side of the street and assisted housing on the 
other side of the street and you want to do a comprehensive neigh- 
borhood revitilization, you would have to come in and apply to two 
different competitions to be able to be funded. 

What we are proposing is to say, let us make this program flexi- 
ble enough to be able to do both as part of a single award doing 
neighborhood revitilization, to be able to include foreclosed homes. 
Again, very clearly, everything that is eligible to do under HOPE 
VI would be eligible under Choice Neighborhoods, but there would 
be more options, more flexibility, and more partnering funding 
streams that you could access as part of it. 

Mr. Olver. Okay, look we will need to move on, thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Rodriguez. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, thank 
you very much for being here today, and I want to thank you, I 
know you visited very briefly San Antonio. I wanted to make sure 
to see if you could come in with a little more time, one of our con- 
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cerns that are there and I want you to mayhe comment later on 
is in terms of, how do we, existing infrastructure that we have out 
there in terms of revitalizing some of that infrastructure and im- 
proving on that quality of life issue as it deals with this crisis and 
improving on the conditions, how that might come about I would 
ask you to kind of comment on that because we do have an existing 
infrastructure that is still in pretty bad shape in some areas, num- 
ber one. 

Number two, I want to congratulate you on moving forward on 
the homelessness effort and adding some of those resources there. 
You talked about coordinating with the Department of Education 
and HHS, and I would ask you to comment on that in terms of the 
type of coordination, but also as it deals with the VA. I know Sec- 
retary Shinseki with the VA has talked about trying to wipe out 
homelessness when it comes to veterans, and one out of every four 
homeless is in that category. So I was wondering if you would 
might make comments in that area. 

And thirdly, you have commented on it but I want to get a better 
picture in terms of the move, especially with the conditioning that 
we are in now with the economic condition, you seem to, I do not 
know if there is a mismatch there between authorizing and appro- 
priating, but also as it deals with increasing the private sector, how 
do we leverage the private sector during this particular difficult 
times or how do you plan to do that? Okay. 

Secretary Donovan. Just making sure I get to all your questions 
here. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Okay. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. I am glad you raised the issue of veterans’ 
homelessness because the idea that we have over 100,000 veterans 
that sleep on our streets or in shelters in any given night is unac- 
ceptable. And I think General Shinseki, Secretary Shinseki, has 
been very vocal about this and we have begun a very strong inter- 
agency partnership around this, and in fact I want to thank this 
Committee. One of the, I think, really transformative pieces of the 
Recovery Act was the Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing 
Program. 

HOMELESS PREVENTION AND RAPID REHOUSING PROGRAM 

The Federal government has never before been able to really 
focus resources on preventing homelessness. We have seen in this 
crisis a 56 percent increase in rural and suburban family homeless- 
ness, a 9 percent increase overall in family homelessness, but a 56 
percent increase for rural and suburban families in homelessness. 
So that funding was able to allow us to really reorient the way that 
our local partners respond to homelessness. And in particular, one 
of the ways that that funding has been used most effectively is 
around veterans. 

We have been able to partner with a whole range of VA hospitals 
around the country to be able to target that funding so that we pre- 
vent veterans from becoming homeless or those who have fallen 
into homelessness to rapidly rehouse them as quickly as possible. 
So that is one example of the kind of partnerships that we have 
had. One of the things that we are finding, importantly, is that it 
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is often much more cost effective to prevent somebody from falling 
into homelessness than responding to it in the first place. 

So, using prevention money to pay, you know, a month’s utility 
bills or if a family has lost their home a security deposit for them 
to move in to a new rental apartment, saves money over them end- 
ing up in a shelter or even worse in hospitals or other, you know, 
much more expensive facilities. So that is an approach that we 
have taken out of the Recovery Act that this Committee provided 
funding for that has helped us significantly on the veterans side. 

There is a range of other efforts that we would be able to pursue 
with the increase in funding, including more supportive housing, 
almost 10,000 units of new supportive housing, a significant share 
of which would go towards veterans, and a range of other issues 
that are proposed in the budget as well. So I think that is a very 
important part of the collaboration, and I think you will see that 
when we release our Federal plan on homelessness in May that a 
focus on veterans will be a very important part of it. 

Mr. Rodriguez. On the leveraging of the private sector during 
these difficult times? 

MIXED HOUSING AND PRIVATE CAPITAL 

Secretary Donovan. We have focused a lot of effort on ensuring 
that private capital comes back into the market. Another thing that 
you did that has been very effective on the Recovery Act is to focus 
money towards the low income housing tax credit market with- 
draws private equity investment into affordable housing. We have 
seen, while the low income housing tax credit market has not re- 
covered completely, it has come a long way, and there are some 
other steps that we are looking at to continue to allow it to recover. 

But we have also seen through FHA and other sources the ability 
to continue to provide capital, just as on the single family side FHA 
was set up to provide capital in times when the private sector with- 
draws, the same thing is true on the multifamily side. And so we 
have seen our demand on our multi-family programs increase sig- 
nificantly and continue to provide capital. 

But let me just say one other thing on this. Part of the point that 
we are making, it is not just being able to bring more capital in 
to be able to improve units that are there, it is also the point that 
when we have a system, say like public housing or some of our oth- 
ers, where the housing unit is 100 percent funded by public oper- 
ating subsidy and public capital, it is almost impossible to mix that 
housing with other forms of housing. And so you end up with a 
very difficult situation. 

If you want to have a public housing unit as part of a larger 
apartment building that might have market rate and is truly 
mixed-income, which is one of the real lessons we have learned 
over the last few years is that mixed-income works, it helps to 
produce better housing, it is almost impossible to do that. Some he- 
roic housing authorities have done it, but it is very very difficult 
with the current system that we have with public housing purely 
funded through both operating and capital from the Federal gov- 
ernment. 

Instead, if we moved to a system of operating subsidies that 
allow private capital to come in, it will become much easier to ere- 
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ate the kind of mixed income developments, mixed use develop- 
ments, that we know can he more successful. So it is not just bring- 
ing in the private capital, but also allowing it to be mixed with 
other forms of housing that is so important about the TRA initia- 
tive. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Welcome, Mr. Secretary. To some degree 
you may have answered the question that I have in your response 
to Mr. Rodriguez, but I would like to go to the rental assistance 
programs, and I was very pleased by the fact that the President’s 
budget substantially increases HUD’s core rental assistance pro- 
gram. However, as you well know that really much more is needed. 
If you look at the current situation, particularly given this eco- 
nomic crisis that we are in, on any night for example in Los Ange- 
les there are 28,000 people, or 70 percent of the city’s homeless 
population, have no options whatsoever for shelter or on any given 
night the waiting list for housing choice vouchers in Los Angeles 
is, right now it is currently closed because of the excess demand. 

Now, my question is, given the limitations we have in terms of 
the monies, what other things can HUD do, can the Committee do 
to meet the housing needs of these very vulnerable populations be- 
yond, you know, the rental assistance programs? And I know that 
there was some discussion in your investing in people and places 
with regards to streamlining the Department’s rental assistance 
programs, and if you could just elaborate a little bit about that? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Yes. Well, I think particularly for you. Con- 
gresswoman, given that you are on the Labor HHS Subcommittee, 
one of the most important things that we can do, that I think has 
been one of the great lessons that we have learned over the last 
decade or so in the progress we have made with the chronically 
homeless, is that unless we can begin to connect folks who are 
chronically homeless not just with housing but also with the broad- 
er service funding that they need — for example, a large share of the 
chronically homeless have a range of disabilities — and unless we 
can get them, whether it is Medicaid or other services that they 
need to really deal with those problems long term, it is going to be 
hard to keep their housing stable and get their lives back on track, 
frankly. 


INCREMENTAL VOUCHERS FOR THE HOMELESS 

And so one of the things that we have proposed, I have been 
working very closely with Secretary Sibelius and her team around 
how do we connect our vouchers in particular to the mainstream 
sources of benefits that they have at HHS that could help to sta- 
bilize lives. And what we have proposed in the budget is 10,000 in- 
cremental vouchers. It is a relatively small number, but it would 
allow us to begin to connect more explicitly what we do with HHS’s 
efforts. 

Just to be very specific, on the family side we are proposing 
about 6,000 vouchers that would be competed to state agencies that 
are willing to connect their TANF funding and can also get schools 
in those communities connected as well. We now know, and Sec- 
retary Duncan has been very active on this, we have lots of early 
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warning indicators in schools when we have a child who is at risk 
of homelessness or has fallen into homelessness, and yet we have 
not been targeting those families even though we know that they 
are at risk of homelessness. 

As I said earlier, often much cheaper to catch them before they 
fall into homelessness than to let them fall in and then deal with 
the crisis that comes from that. And so, we are targeting 6,000 
vouchers toward a combination of state efforts that can target 
TANF money as well as school targeting efforts together. Four 
thousand vouchers that would work in a similar way for the chron- 
ically homeless connected with substance abuse and mental health 
resources from HHS. So those are early efforts, demonstrations if 
you will, to see if we can make those connections work better and 
ultimately, frankly, save money. The best efforts around chronic 
homelessness have showed us that we can actually save overall re- 
sources from the taxpayer if we target these effectively, the people 
that are most at risk. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay, thank you. The President’s budget 
proposes a reduction to the Public Housing Capital Fund, and 
again I refer to Los Angeles which alone faces $500 million in de- 
ferred maintenance, and around the country public housing agen- 
cies face $20 to $30 billion in capital needs, and this is even after 
the $4 billion infusion from the American Recovery and Investment 
Act. My question is that, you know, given the need for capital im- 
provements to public housing and the fact that addressing these 
needs would also create jobs at a time when they are so critically 
needed, is this really the right time to reduce the funding for these 
housing capital funds since we could really get a double whammy 
on this? 

Secretary Donovan. So, two things I would say on that. Again, 
as I have said a number of times, this was not a year of easy deci- 
sions in terms of the budget. Given the focus that we had on fully 
funding vouchers, Project-Based Section 8 which make up the vast 
majority of our budget, we had some very difficult choices to make. 
We had to reduce in other programs, and we chose a strategy of 
reducing some of the capital programs. We obviously believe that 
public housing preservation is incredibly important, it is why we 
supported so strongly the $4 billion that was in the Recovery Act, 
and I think even with these reductions we will end up with public 
housing that is in substantially better condition than where we 
were a year ago before the Recovery Act. 

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND 

The only other thing I would say is that long term, if we are real- 
ly going to deal with the challenges on the capital side facing pub- 
lic housing, we are going to need to leverage, as I said earlier, 
other forms of capital, both private capital as well as low income 
housing tax credits and a range of other types of investments. And 
that is exactly what our TRA, Transforming Rental Assistance, pro- 
posal is doing. And in fact, as we move, we have proposed oper- 
ating subsidies that would actually be somewhat higher for the 
units that would be moved over to Transforming Rental Assistance. 

What that would allow us to do is reduce the amount of capital 
spending from the Public Housing Capital Fund that would need 
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to go to those units. Because they are getting an operating stream 
that allows them to raise other capital we would no longer need 
Public Housing Capital Fund money to do to those units. So over 
the long term, we believe that moving to a single operating subsidy 
that can take care of both operating and capital needs, that will be 
a more effective way to fund those units, will allow the kind of 
mixed income, mixed use developments that I talked about earlier, 
as well as alleviate the need for the Public Housing Capital Fund 
in the long run. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Great, thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, we are going to need to 
be out of here fairly soon so we are going to try to go fairly quickly 
in the second round here and keep both the question and the an- 
swers within a 5-minute period. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Freudian slip there? I will try and keep my 
answers brief. 

Mr. Olver. On the homelessness, I think everybody up here is 
pleased to see the $200 million added. Not everybody is so pleased 
to see the zero funding for VASH — since it was this Subcommittee 
that put the focus on the veterans issue, and it would appear that 
veterans had been largely forgotten at an earlier stage. Now, the 
$200 million more that is there, in your testimony you pointed out 
that for a period of five years from 2005 through 2008 essentially 
that the chronic homelessness had gone down 30 percent. 

I wonder, do you think that getting that down 30 percent, that 
is quite a major accomplishment as you point out in your testi- 
mony, my guess is that it will be much harder to make the next 
30 percent reduction, that that is one of those cases that we have 
already hit the low hanging fruit, essentially, and I realize that the 
$200 million that is there is supposed to provide some additional 
units in that place, in that expansion, in that program. What is 
your feeling, how many people are you going to take care of by that 
and why do you think you are going to be able to do that? And I 
am very interested in making certain that Secretary Shinseki and 
you are working together or I think that veterans will end up being 
left behind as they had been previously. 

veteran’s homelessness 

Secretary Donovan. So, a few things I would say. If you look at 
the VA budget around homelessness, substantial increases in pro- 
posed funding across the board there. So I think if you look at the 
Administration’s approach overall to veterans’ homelessness, I 
think you will see that it is not only not forgotten but it is a major 
effort and focus of ours. Around, just to deal with VASH specifi- 
cally, we now have 30,000 VASH vouchers that have been author- 
ized, we have been working very closely with VA to try to get those 
out. 

Frankly, there have been some barriers to getting those out on 
the street quickly. We have spent a lot of time trying to streamline 
that and make sure it is effective. In Washington, D.C. in par- 
ticular we have been enormously successful in setting up connec- 
tions between the VA hospitals and our continuums of care, which 
has accelerated the use of those dramatically. I think in our view, 
if we can ensure that the program is working effectively and those 
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veterans are getting out, then we would certainly support further 
VASH vouchers getting out there. 

Mr. Olver. Does that suggest that your very positive comment 
about what happened between 2005 through 2008 with the 30 per- 
cent drop that that really was not applicable to veterans’ homeless- 
ness during that period? Because otherwise we would be getting 
out those additional vouchers that we finally did provide for vet- 
erans in the 2008 and 2009 budgets, those would have been getting 
out much more quickly. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. What I would say is we have made progress 
on veterans’ homelessness — ^because veterans make up a substan- 
tial portion, I think it is 15 percent, of the chronically homeless, 
as we have reduced chronic homelessness overall we have made 
some progress in reducing veterans’ homelessness. In fact, the lat- 
est numbers show a reduction just over the last year of about, I 
think the numbers are something like 130,000 down to just over 
100,000. So we have been seeing reductions. 

What I would say is that what we have not been able to do is 
leverage the VA hospitals and their efforts through the VASH 
vouchers as well as we would like. So I think that is, that is not 
indicative of a overall problem in reducing veterans’ homelessness, 
I think it is an issue around the specific connections between — VA 
hospitals are healthcare providers, they have not been used to ap- 
proaching homelessness in a comprehensive way, and so it is really 
about reorienting their approach, which is really beginning to hap- 
pen, so I am hopeful that we are making progress there. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The HECM program, 
some of the proposed cuts and the principal limit factor and in- 
creases in the premium is going to have some effect obviously on 
the average senior. Can you tell us what that would be, what you 
think as far as participation in the program, and what would hap- 
pen if we were not going to appropriate the $250 million? I know 
last year we changed the program somewhat so that it was in es- 
sence budget neutral, and considering the huge cost and risks in 
the program, really should we be continuing this program? 

HECM 

Secretary Donovan. I believe if the program is self sustaining 
and that we increase the oversight that we have on counseling and 
in a range of other areas to ensure that the program is being used 
in the right way, is being used safely, that we should continue the 
program, that it is a valuable tool for seniors used in that way. We 
are proposing this year to increase the premium. The reason that 
we asked for an appropriation, albeit a significantly smaller than 
last year because of the increase that we are proposing in the pre- 
mium as well as some reduction in the principal limit factor, is be- 
cause in order to make it self sufficient this year, self financing, we 
would have had to propose an additional 21 percent reduction in 
the principal limit factor. 

That translates for the average senior to between $23,000 and 
$27,000 lower than they would be able to get on that mortgage, 
and so we felt that would make the program not unusable but 
much less effective. The issue here really is that HECM, unlike our 
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other FHA programs, is far more sensitive to long term house price 
changes, and because of what we have seen happen to house prices 
over the last few years it has caused us to have to adjust those 
principal limit factors and also to have this appropriation. But we 
do feel with some other reforms to the program that I talked about 
earlier that it is a program that is valuable and worth continuing 
to pursue. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I tell you what, in the interest of time, I 
think I will yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. On the same type of question that Mr. Latham had, 
last year you could not persuade the Subcommittee on the HECM 
because it was, zero funding was to make it budget neutral, is that 
what I understand? And what will the $250 million do this year as 
he is requesting? I will ask either one of you guys. 

Mr. Olver. See what we can do with it. 

Mr. Latham. To keep from reducing the amount available on the 
loans. 

Secretary Donovan. That is right. 

Mr. Latham. Right. 

Secretary Donovan. In other words, neutral, if we had proposed 
to have no appropriation whatsoever, we would have had to reduce 
the amount that someone could borrow, the average senior could 
borrow, somewhere between $23,000 and $27,000, which would 
make it a much less effective program for a large number of sen- 
iors. That is an option, we could have pursued that, and obviously 
we will have to have further discussions with the Committee as we 
did last year about those options, but we are concerned that reduc- 
ing the principal limit factor that much further would really dam- 
age the program in terms of its reach to seniors who really particu- 
larly at this time could benefit from it. 

Mr. Pastor. One of the themes that I have heard throughout 
this testimony is, it has been painful to make these cuts but we 
have to do it under the economy as it is and the deficit et cetera. 
And looking to the budget, just I looked at the policy development 
and research, which almost doubled or increased by 80 percent, 
and as I read the statement, a question that came to my mind was, 
even though it is maybe not, you know, it is not in hundreds of mil- 
lions, why could not some of this stuff — is not this being done, some 
of the initiatives that you have, are they not being done by the pri- 
vate sector? 

This year we are doing the census, so that deals with your first 
initiative. The second one, well, and my first impression was that 
why are we going into these three initiatives when I believe that 
possibly a lot of this work is being done and it is being done by 
private associations whose interest may be housing, building defi- 
ciency, et cetera. So is this good money going after something that 
is causing pain to another sector and maybe I do not see the ben- 
efit as you might see it? 

Secretary DoNOVAN. Yes, it is a fair question. Congressman. 
First of all, and you said this yourself, the amount of money we are 
talking about for policy development and research is relatively 
small compared to the scale of the reductions that we had to take 
overall. 
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Mr. Pastor. But every bit counts. 

POLICY, RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

Secretary Donovan. Every bit, absolutely. So I think the more 
important point there is that we have, one of the problems with 
HUD and the way it has operated, frankly, is that it has not been 
based on facts and real research and really understanding what 
programs are working, how cost effective they are, and what is not 
working. And ultimately, I believe very strongly, particularly after, 
you know, major reductions in research and policy development 
over the last eight years, was one of the areas of HUD that was 
most cut under the last Administration, I believe that unless we 
can rebuild a relatively strong ability to monitor our programs, to 
evaluate them, to understand what works and what does not in the 
housing world, that we will waste a lot more money on the appro- 
priations side than we save by not investing in that research. 

I strongly believe that research is something that allows us to do 
a better job and more effectively spend appropriations dollars to get 
more housing for less money through what we are doing on the 
other side. So, obviously there is a balance there, and we felt that 
these investments were targeted in a way that we really would get 
a long term return on that investment, if you will, by making sure 
that we understand how our programs are working and being able 
to push money in the future towards the things that are having the 
most effect on whether it is reducing homelessness, improving 
housing conditions, improving economic development in commu- 
nities. So I see them not as in tension in the long term but as an 
investment and something that will help us do a better job in all 
of our appropriated programs going forward. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Rodriguez — Mr. LaTourette, excuse 
me. 

Mr. LaTourette. I will be real quick, Mr. Chairman, and thank 
you. And I really do not have a question, I just want to commend 
you, one, for your testimony today and also for the manner in 
which your Department has shepherded the stimulus funds, I think 
you are to be commended, and if other Departments within the 
government had the same attitude that you have exercised we 
would be further along, I think, and perhaps more jobs would be 
created. 

And I made a note that, you know, when you were talking to 
Congresswoman Kilpatrick about the fact that 80 percent of your 
funds have been obligated but not spent because you have adopted 
this strange notion that we do not pay for the job until it is com- 
pleted, that that is certainly I think the way that things should 
work and you are to be commended for that. And, just when you 
go back and you are talking to the boss, he has got this big meeting 
in a couple of days on healthcare, and perhaps if the other parts 
of the Administration adopted that same philosophy that if you are 
going to collect taxes it is probably not a good idea to start the ben- 
efits in 2013, you should probably start them when you collect the 
taxes. But thank you so much for your appearance. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Rodriguez. 
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Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much. And let me just also add, 
I want to thank you for your testimony, I know you have heen 
handed a pretty difficult task, and that is to, we know that on the 
authorizing side there is a lot of things we want to accomplish, the 
appropriating side is a little different in terms of the amount of ac- 
tual resources you have to operate through, and I know that that 
is probably one of the difficulties that exist there. 

I just want to share, because I know my colleagues talked about 
areas where the population is reducing and there is a lot of dif- 
ficulty handling with that, I want to give you just the opposite, 
where the people are moving to and we are still encountering a lot 
of difficulties. We have 20 to close to 30,000 Katrina people in San 
Antonio alone that have decided to choose to stay there, and that 
is great. We still have waiting lists that are there to try to cope 
with in terms of resources. And I am glad, I know that during also 
difficult times it is a good time to, as you say, look back in terms 
of how we are expending our resources and how do we best move 
forward on some of these programs and these efforts. 

And I know that with the census coming up we will get a better 
picture in terms of where the pockets are in terms of need and that 
kind of thing, but we do find ourselves with an area where we still 
have a lot of problems with the old facilities and some of the areas 
really need some investment in that area, and as well as, you 
know, the huge waiting lists and in some cases we have stopped 
looking at getting people on the list because there is over, you 
know, I know in San Antonio the last time it was close to 3,000, 
I do not know if it is down 2,000 or so on that waiting list. 

But I do want to thank you for your testimony and for working 
hard on these efforts, and hopefully as we move forward we will 
be able to get some additional resources for some of these areas. 
And again, as the Chairman has indicated, on your efforts in deal- 
ing with the issue of homelessness, and hopefully we might be able 
to make a dent in that area. Thank you. 

Secretary Donovan. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Well, Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your 
testimony. Obviously you have held us in the palm of your hand 
here for the last 2 hours. Let me just ask one last question, which 
is meant to be something that you can hit right out of the park, 
and that is, how confident are you that CBO is going to go along 
with your estimates of the FHA receipts? 

Secretary Donovan. Well, we sat down with them yesterday. 

Mr. Olver. And what evidence do you have for that confidence? 

FHA RECEIPTS 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We sat down with them yesterday, we are 
trying to make sure that we can get to agreement. I cannot make 
you a promise based on that meeting that we are, you know, going 
to see it completely eye to eye. I think there is a history, frankly, 
that they are concerned about that HUD has not always had as 
good a handle as it should have on what the budget projections 
look like. I would say a couple things about that. First of all, that 
we have used a conservative house price appreciation assumption, 
which is the single most important variable, if you look at what the 
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performance of the FHA fund is going forward, that is the single 
most important variable. 

If you use CBO’s house price numbers, our presentation to the 
Committee would have probably had about $4 billion more in re- 
ceipts than what we showed. So given that, it would be surprising 
to me for CBO to be able to come back and say, your numbers are 
too high, when their house price assumptions were much more fa- 
vorable than ours. So that would be one point. A second is that a 
big part of the issue that we have seen over the last few years is 
the Seller Funded Down Payment Program, and when Congress 
eliminated that, they eliminated the single most important source 
of losses for FHA that went beyond the numbers that we had pre- 
dicted in our budget. 

So that is the single most important explanation of the variance 
between predictions from FHA 2 or 3 years ago from where it came 
out over the last few years. And then the last thing I would say 
is that, since we put the numbers together for the budget with an 
expectation, I think it is of a 6 percent decline in house prices for 
2011, is that right? In any case, since we put the numbers to- 
gether — that is for actuarial study — since we put the numbers to- 
gether, the house price assumptions that we have used have turned 
out to be more conservative than reality. 

And so in fact today our reserves are higher than we projected 
they would be when we did the actuarial study, and so if anything, 
our most recent forecasts have underestimated what our returns 
would be, what house prices would do. So I think all of those things 
together would make me believe strongly that what we have put 
in the budget for 2011 should if anything be an underestimate. But 
we will continue to work with CBO, and if there is anything my 
team can do working with yours to get to a resolution as quickly 
as possible that you would suggest, we are more than prepared to 
do that. And again, we have already begun those discussions with 
them. 

Mr. Olver. Goodness, you may be producing a cash cow. Several 
people up on this side have commended you for your leadership 
and openness and your testimony here today, and I concur in that. 
I just hope that CBO is hopefully equally commendative. 

Secretary DoNOVAN. We will do everything we can to work with 
them. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. The hearing is 
adjourned. 
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Mr. Rodriquez #1 


Public Housing Capital Fund 

Question: Mr. Secretary, I am sure you are aware of the data that exists estimating the 
public housing deferred maintenance backlog to be between $20 and $30B. I would also 
imagine that you are aware of the positive track record of local housing agencies with respect to 
the use of capital ftmd dollars provided under the Recovery Act? I understand that to date over 
75% of the money provided by the Department to create jobs and address the backlog I noted a 
moment ago has already been obligated and that we stand a very good chance of seeing all or 
most of the funds provided for these purposes obligated on time in conformance with statutory 
deadlines. 

With these two thoughts in mind, I wonder if you could tell us why the Administration has 
recommended a half billion dollar eut in the Public Housing Capital Fund in FY 201 1 as 
compared to funding provided in FY 2010? Even if you factor in the Recovery Act dollars, FY 
2010 spending and any money possibly provided in the jobs bill, this is still a step backwards as 
compared to the documented backlog in deferred maintenance. I am afraid that if this Congress 
were to accept your reconunendation, the new baseline for FY 2012 becomes $2.044B and 
absent a new infusion of dollars such as we were able to agree on last year with respect to the 
Recovery Act, we will in fact be going backwards. Mr. Secretary, can we really afford to do this 
given the age and physical condition of public housing in many communities across the country? 

Answer: More than 99 percent of Recovery Act Capital Funds have been obligated, and 
approximately 50 percent have been expended. 

The 201 1 Capital Fund request of $2,044 billion gave considerable consideration to the 
Recovery Act. At the time of the request, the system had a substantial amount of Recovery Act 
funds, which PHAs were expending at a rate exceeding expectations. Since that time there have 
been a number of developments, which place the 201 1 request in a different context and suggest 
it should not be used as a baseline. A new Capital Needs Assessment study is scheduled to be 
released shortly, which will more firmly quantify the backlog needs of the Public Housing 
portfolio. 

Current demographic trends and the national near-term economic outlook lead us to believe 
there will be continued increase demand for public housing. A sufficient Capital Fund 
appropriation is critical not only for maintaining, upgrading, and greening units today, but 
ensuring the stock is suitable for future occupants. 

Beneficial to the backlog of capital needs is the full funding of the Operating Fund. This 
assists in alleviating the need for flexing of funds from the capital account to cover operating 
costs. These funds now remain in the Capital Fund and may now be used to address their accrual 
needs. In previous years, when the Operating Fund has been underfunded, PHAs have funded 8- 
1 1 percent of their Capital Funds to operations in order to make up for a shortfall in Operating 
Funds. The Department’s fiscal year 201 1 budget request for the Operating Fund fully funds the 
Operating Fund formula. Given the higher level of funding for the Operating Fund, PHAs will 
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be able to keep an extra 8-1 1 percent in the Capital Fund account rather than funding it and will, 
therefore, be able to address more Capital Fund needs. 

In conclusion, the Department agrees that there is a substantial deferred backlog of capital 
need in the public housing program. Within overall fiscal constraints, the Department cannot 
address the backlog of capital needs solely through annual Capital Fund appropriations. 
Ultimately the Department believes that PHAs will have their best opportunity to address the 
backlog in capital need through participation in the Transformational Rental Assistance (TRA) 
initiative. PHAs that convert properties from the public housing program to a project based 
contract model under TRA can expect to position those properties to take advantage of private 
sector financing and leveraging to address capital need backlogs in a way that is not possible 
under the conventional public housing program. 
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Mr. Rodriguez #2 


Distressed Public Housing 

Question: Following up on my previous question regarding the Capital Fund, can you 
explain to me how you believe we can continue to make progress with respect to the eradication 
of severely distressed public housing in this country, particularly that portion of the distressed 
inventory which has not been fortunate enough to benefit from a HOPE VI grant to date? Can 
you tell me why the Administration would recommend we appropriate limited dollars ($250M) 
for a new and untested Choice Neighborhoods Initiative that frankly does not appear to 
adequately respond to the needs of communities that have severely distressed Public Housing? 

Answer: The Department recognizes that there are public housing units that require major 
rehabilitation or redevelopment and believes Choice Neighborhoods is the best solution for these 
distressed units. It is our expectation that under Choice Neighborhoods, housing authorities will 
continue to submit applications for the redevelopment of public housing, perhaps in partnership 
with the local jurisdiction or with a private owner of a distressed assisted housing project. 

The Choice Neighborhoods initiative will transform distressed neighborhoods and public 
and assisted projects into viable and sustainable mixed-income neighborhoods by linking 
housing improvements with appropriate services, schools, public assets, transportation, and 
access to jobs. A strong emphasis will be placed on local community planning for access to 
high-quality educational opportunities, including early childhood education. 
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Mr. Rodriguez #3 


HOPE VI 

Question: Taking this a step further, in reading over your request, you noted the fact that 
the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative is based in part upon the successes achieved to date under 
HOPE VI. I’m not sure I understand that point. If HOPE VI has been so successful (and I believe 
it has been) then why are we eliminating it and how, given the cut back proposed with respect to 
the Capital Fund, are we not moving backwards when it comes to meeting the capital needs of an 
older inventory such as is the case with Public Housing? 

Answer: While HOPE VI has indeed been a successfitl program, HUD also believes it 
needs to be improved. Based on the best practices and lessons learned from HOPE VI, the 
Department has designed the Choice Neighborhoods proposal. Many HOPE VI projects are 
“islands of hope” - a beautiful, redeveloped housing complex that is still surrounded by a 
distressed neighborhood. Choice Neighborhoods is designed to be able to address the 
surrounding distress, whether it be other distressed assisted housing, blighted properties, or the 
lack of neighborhood amenities. Under Choice Neighborhoods, the whole neighborhood will be 
part of the Transformation Plan, unlike HOPE VI which focused solely on distressed public 
housing and its residents. 

In addition, the Department has provided housing authorities with other avenues with 
which to redevelop public housing through the use of Capital Funds, mixed finance development 
and the Capital Fund Financing Program. Also, housing authorities have increased their 
development capacity and ability to work with private developers to secure tax credits and other 
funding that will help them redevelop distressed public housing units. 
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Mr. Rodriguez #4 


Transfer of Rental Assistance (TRA) 

Question: Why did the Department opt to base its transfer of rental assistance (TRA) 
proposal singularly upon the conversion of current assistance to project-based vouchers? 

Answer: Subsequent to our budget proposal the Obama Administration submitted draft 
legislation to Congress that would allow public and assisted housing properties to convert to 
either project-based vouchers or project based contracts. This legislation, the Preservation 
Enhancement and Transformation of Rental Assistance Act (PETRA) would authorize 
converting public housing properties to enter into contracts for project-based voucher (PBV) or 
project-based section 8 assistance. Only small or partially assisted properties would be eligible 
to convert to PBV assistance and all properties would be eligible to convert to project-based 
contracts. 

Question; Wouldn’t this make assistance provided to units converted under this proposal 
subject to proration and how would that fact alone impact upon the ability to access convention 
financing to address capital needs? 

Answer: Recognizing this issue, PETRA explicitly states that in the event of proration, 
PHAs must first prorate their tenant-based vouchers before prorating the project-based vouchers. 
The language authorizes PHAs administering PBV contracts, in the event of insufficient 
appropriated funds, to give priority to payments due under such contracts. 

Question: Shouldn’t PHAs be able to choose between Section 8 project-based assistance 
OR project based voucher assistance, depending upon local circumstances? 

Answer: In PETRA, small PHAs or partially assisted properties are eligible for project- 
based voucher assistance or project-based contract assistance. Larger or fully assisted properties 
may only convert to project-based contracts. Project-based contracts come with a higher level of 
HUD oversight than project-based vouchers, which we believe is appropriate given the higher 
level of Federal investment in large and full-assisted properties. 

Question: Also, why has HUD abandoned its plans to conduct demonstrations of both 
conversion approaches? 

Answer; Both project-based contracts and project-based voucher contracts are proven 
models that owners and PHAs around the country are already using. Given that they ate existing 
proven tools, HUD believes that a pilot or demonstration is not necessary to prove their 
effectiveness. 
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Mr. Rodriguez #5 


Drug Elimination Program 


Question: My colleague on this Committee, Representative Lee of California, has 
introduced legislation to restore the Public Housing Drug Elimination Program. Senator Johnson 
of South Dakota has done the same in the Senate. Mr. Secretary, do you support the restoration 
of this program and further do you support a separately funded program (as opposed to one using 
limited public housing operating fund dollars as is presently the case) to combat drugs and 
crime? Along these same lines, why does the Administration’s FY 201 1 request eliminate 
language found in the last two appropriations bills approved by Congress which enables the use 
of emergency capiUil fund dollars to address crime and security needs? 

Answer: The safety and security of the public housing residents is part of the overall 
mission of the Department. 

Some of the activities that were eligible under the old PHDEP program remain eligible 
under the existing PH Capital Fund or Operating Fund. The Department believes that PHAs 
should address safety and security issues under current Capital and Operating funding 
allocations, not through a set-aside. 

In both fiscal years 2009 and 2010, Congress allocated S20 million to address the 
emergency capital needs of public housing authorities, including “safety and security measures 
necessary to address crime and drug-related activity.” In the fiscal year 201 1 budget, HUD has 
not included safety and security activities in the Emergency/Disaster set-aside. The Department 
believes PHAs should use their traditional capital funds for these activities. 
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Mr. Rodriquez #6 


CDBG 

Question: Mr. Secretary your budget request indicates the Administration is proposing to 
“fully fund CDBG.” Am I to assume by this you mean that your proposal would folly fond the 
CDBG formula program or are you referring to the Community Development Fund? There may 
be some confusion about this in as much as your $3,990 billion formula request for FY 201 1 
would not appear to “folly fond” CDBG when compared to your $4,185 billion formula request 
for FY 2010. Can you clarify this for us? 

Answer: The total requested for the Commiuiity Development Fund (CDF) in fiscal year 
201 1 was $4.38 billion with the vast majority of the CDF appropriation representing amounts 
available for allocation under the CDBG formula. Specifically, the amount available for CDBG 
formula allocations in fiscal year 2010 was $3,950 billion (including Insular areas) and the 
CDBG formula request for fiscal year 2011 is the same $3,950 billion. In this sense, HUD is 
seeking foil funding for the CDBG formula in fiscal year 201 1 consistent with the fiscal year 
2010 appropriation. 



Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control (OHHLHC) 


Siaffing 

1 . Please provide the number of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) for the Office of Healthy 
Homes and Lead Hazard Control from FY 2000 to FY 2010. 


Answer: Please see response below. 



American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARM) Funding 

2. The budget indicates that, as of 12/31/2009, $7.7 million of ARRA funds have been 
outlayed. Please provide (he Committee with an updated outlay number. Please also 
provide an estimated outlay table for the remainder of the funds. 

Answer: The most recent OHHLHC Recovery Act grants outlay figure is from June 12, 
2010, by which time $19,1 18,541 had been outlaid to its grantees, out of the $99,500,000 
total Recovery Act funds appropriated to the OHHLHC for its program activities, as was 
$500,000 for managing those activities. 

The annua! OHHLHC Recovery Act grants outlay estimates are as follows. With all of 
its Recovery Act grants having been awarded in 2Q fiscal year 2009, the OHHLHC 
projects that the full amouiil of its grant awards, $99,5 million, will be outlaid by 2Q 
fiscal year 2012, so that is the reporting date below for fiscal year 2012. rather than 4Q 
fiscal year 2012. 






vl ( *11111 Hi Rcco\ ery Act outlays 

$19,900,000 

$75,620,000 

$99,500,000 
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Obligation Rate 

3. The funds appropriated to OHHLHC in ARRA in February 2009 were obligated in May 
2009, a total of three months between appropriation and obligation. However, the regular 
program continually sees carryover balances essentially equal to the prior year’s 
appropriation, including the estimate in FY 201 1 of nearly $140 million in carryover. 
Please explain this multi-year lag in the ability to obligate funds. 

Answer: The rapid obligation of the Recovery Act funds was the intended result of the 
wording of the OHHLHC’s Recovery Act segment. Specifically, the Recovery Act 
provided that, “funds shall be awarded first to applicants which had applied under the 
Lead Hazard Reduction Program Notices of Funding Availability for fiscal year 2008, 
and were found in the application review to be qualified for award, but were not awarded 
because of funding limitations.” Accordingly, the OHHLHC was able to examine the 
Application Review Panel (ARP) reports from its review of the applications under its 
fiscal year 2008 Notices of Funding Availability (NOFAs), and select the next-highest- 
rated applications among the eligible and qualified applicants. The NOFAs were 
prioritized in terms of the jobs expected to be created or retained, especially jobs to low- 
income workers in low-income areas. As it happened, all of the Recovery Act grant 
funds could be applied to fiscal year 2008 grant applicants, so it was not necessary to 
apply the Recovery Act funds to fiscal year 2009 grant competitions. 

Accordingly, executing the Recovery Act grants required only selecting the order of 
NOFAs, reviewing the ARP reports, announcing the awards, and negotiating the grants 
for execution, a relatively rapid process. 

Under the process for permanent appropriations, the full grant cycle is required. This 
includes: 

• Developing new NOFAs (which requires awaiting development of the 
Department’s General Section which incorporates HUD’s policy priorities and 
other procedural requirements), and which involves obtaining Departmental and 
Office of Management and Budget clearance reviews); 

• Publishing the NOFAs, allowing potential applicants a 2- to 3-month period to 
develop and submit their applications (which allows them time to seek and 
formalize local program partnerships, and match and leveraging commitments); 

• Reviewing applications (which includes time for obtaining applicants’ corrections 
of technical deficiencies in their applications); 

• Announcing the awards; and 

• Negotiating the grants for execution. 

In addition, planning for the OHHLHC’s largest funding activity, issuance of its NOFAs, 
has had to await enactment of the annual permanent appropriations, 3 to 6 months into 
the fiscal year in recent years (e.g., fiscal years 2007-2010). 
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4. Would doing a combined NOFA for both the FY 2010 and potential FY 201 1 funds 
alleviate this carryover issue? Why or w4iy not? 

Answer: The carryover issue would not be alleviated for fiscal year 2010, because, 
while the amount of grants awarded would essentially double, the schedule described 
above would largely not be affected. 

Doing a combined fiscal years 2010-201 1 NOFA could have an advantage for fiscal year 
201 1, in that it would accelerate somewhat the award of grants in fiscal year 2011, 
similar to the way in which the Recovery Act grants were awarded on an accelerated 
basis. One “lesson learned” from the Recovery Act experience is that some of the 
applicants’ partnerships were time-limited, either explicitly or in practice, because 
partners’ commitments of their resources can only be made for so long before those 
resources need to be used elsewhere to generate revenue for the partners or otherwise 
help the partners meet their organizational obligations. Arrangements would have to be 
made under the NOFA to allow the applicants to be awarded grants under fiscal year 
201 1 funding the opportunity to recommit their partnership obligations, either as 
originally proposed, or with alternative arrangements. This would extend the negotiation 
period, but would still be advantageous from a scheduling perspective. 


Funding History 

5. Please provide a chart showing the budget request level versus enacted level for 

OHHLHC since FY 2000. Please include all supplemental/rescissions. Please delineate 
by budget activity. 

Answer: See Attached Chart 
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OHHLHC Goal(s) 

6. Since 2000, including the FY 2010 budget, the stated goal has been to “eliminate lead 
poisoning in children nationwide as a major public health problem by 2010.” This year’s 
budget changes “2010” to “2015.” The budget goes on to state that HUD will not know 
if the goal is met until a survey is released “no earlier” than 2013. Please, in detail, 
explain the Department’s long-term view of the lead program. 

Answer: The Department began including its childhood lead safety goal to “eliminate 
lead poisoning in children nationwide as a major public health problem by 2010” as soon 
as the Presidential Task Force on Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to 
Children issued its February 2000 report. Eliminating Childhood Lead Poisoning: 

A Federal Strategy Targeting Lead Paint Hazards, which included this as a Federal goal. 
To achieve this goal, the Strategy estimated the average direct annual costs of options to 
address lead paint in pre-1960 housing, and found that the lowest-cost approach, 
conducting lead hazard screening and interim controls in pre-1960 housing occupied by 
low-income families that would not already be covered by HDD’s lead safety regulations, 
would require an annual expenditure rate of $230 million for the 2001-2010 period. 
( www.hud.eov/ofFices/lead/librarv/hhi/FedLeadStrategv2000.pdf ) 

The appropriation history given in answer 5, shows that the appropriations for lead hazard 
control work (i.e., the combination of the Lead Hazard Reduction Grant, Lead Hazard Reduction 
Demonstration, and CLEARcorps budget lines) in that period actually averaged $117 million, 
apart from the Recovery Act funding, and $125 million, inclusive of the ARRA funding. Even 
with the Recovery Act supplement, the appropriations for lead hazard control work averaged just 
over half (54 percent) of the amount needed for attaining the Strategy’s goal by 2010. 

Rather than abandon the goal, HUD has revised it to reflect the date it projects the goal will 
be achieved, based on the accomplishments of its grant programs so far. In particular, the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC’s) National Health and Nutrition 
Examination Survey (NHANES), the only source of periodic nationally-representative data on 
blood lead levels in the U.S. population, which is used to track trends in blood lead levels, 
identify high-risk populations, and support regulatory and policy decisions, continues to show 
reductions in the number of children with elevated blood lead levels, down from 890,000 in 1992 
to 3 10,000 in 2002, and to 250,000 in 2005. In cooperation with the CDC, which is establishing 
its Healthy People 2020 goals, which will include a childhood lead poisoning goal, HUD has 
established the new target date of 20 1 5 for eliminating lead poisoning in children nationwide as a 
major public health problem. 

While the amounts appropriated for lead hazard control have not been sufficient to solve 
the childhood lead poisoning problem, HDD’s use of the funds to support local communities’ 
efforts to establish programs dealing with a residential environmental hazard, specifically lead, 
spurred activities in many communities to deal with other residential environmental hazards 
concurrently with lead. From this insight, the Healthy Homes approach, to deal with residential 
safety and health hazards whether or not lead hazards are a significant problem in the home, has 
gained momentum. Since fiscal year 1999, the Congress has appropriated Healthy Homes funds 
to the OHHLHC, which the Office has used to build up the National infrastructure for dealing 
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with multiple residential safety and health hazards through grants and contracts. The OHHLHC 
has partnered in the Healthy Homes program with other Offices within HUD, with other Federal, 
State and local governments, as well as with non-profit and community-based organizations. 
They are using the techniques for public outreach, inducing the formation of coalitions around 
the intersection of housing and health, and residential hazard evaluation and remediation 
methods developed by HUD’s lead hazard control program over the past two decades. To 
facilitate the expansion of local efforts from lead to the broader Healthy Homes issues, the 
OHHLHC allows communities to obtain supplementary funds within their Lead-Based Paint 
Hazard Control grants to kick off or expand their local Healthy Homes efforts. 

The OHHLHC’s Healthy Homes program is a “new wave” approach for improving the 
quality of housing, especially for low-income families, and is a direct outgrowth of the 
experience of HUD’s lead hazard control grant program, which continues to be a significant part 
of its broader approach. 


7. In discussion of the new goal, the budget states that the “goal includes . . . the original 
objective of eliminating elevated blood lead levels in children as a public health 
problem.” With this in mind, can the Committee assume that HUD does not anticipate 
achieving this goal? 

Answer: HUD continues to anticipate, as it has since the goal was originally established 
that it m! 1 meet the objective of eliminating elevated blood lead levels in children as a 
public health problem. The Department recognizes that, as noted in answer 6, above, the 
lower funding levels for the Lead Hazard Reduction program than targeted in the 
Presidential Task Force Report have resulted in a lower rate of reduction of the 
prevalence of elevated blood lead levels in children and, hence, a longer period that will 
be required for the goal to be met. Therefore, instead of achieving the goal by 2010, as 
anticipated by the Presidential Task Force, HUD anticipates achieving this goal by 2015. 
As was understood at the time of the establishment of the initial goal, the CDC’s 
reporting on elevated blood lead data takes at least 3 years, as described in answer 6. 
Thus the NHANES report that will verify whether the 201 5 goal has been met is 
anticipated no earlier than 2018. 


Energy and Green Retrofits 

8. Please thoroughly explain OHHLHC’s role in the Energy and Green Retrofit High 
Priority Performance Goal, including a discussion of appropriated amounts. 

Answer: The OHHLHC is implementing its portion of the Energy and Green Retrofit High 
Priority Performance Goal, which is Goal 4 (HPPG 4) by awarding and ensuring the successful 
completion of grants to state and local governments, and non-profit organizations for lead hazard 
control interventions in housing and broader, healthy homes, interventions in housing, in order to 
complete green and healthy retrofits in over 33,000 housing units during fiscal year 2010 and 
2011 . 
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Overall, for the period fiscal years 2010 attd 2011, covered by HPPG 4, the targets for the 
OHHLHC’s primary and supporting measures for grants under its permanent appropriations and 
under the Recovery Act are as follows, regarding the funds projected to be obligated under these 
appropriations, the funds to be expended, and the units to be retrofitted, specifically by making 
them safe from lead or other residential safety and health hazards: 


OHHLHC 

HPPG 4 Programs 

Fiscal Years 
2010-2011 
funds obligated 

Fiscal Years 
2010-2011 
expenditures 

Fiscal Yetus 
2010-2011 units 
retrofitted 

Lead 

$157,000,000 

$329,700,000 

$24,600 

Lead-Recovery Act 

80,566,306 

61,230,393 

3,920 

Healthy Homes 

33,000,000 

3,589,000 

2,088 

Healthy Homes-Recovery 

Act 

17,167,142 

13,047,028 

2,606 

TOTALS 

$287,733,448 

$407,566,421 

$33,214 


TECHNICAL NOTE: The gross cost per unit varies from grant program to grant program, and 
from grantee to grantee, based on variability in the grant programs’ scopes of work, the types 
of hazards being addressed by the grantees, the types of hazard control methods selected by the 
grantees, and local economic factors, including differences in the local costs of construction. 

The lead hazard control and healthy homes approaches used in the OHHLHC’s grants have 
been scientifically validated. For example, each dollar invested in lead paint hazard control 
results in a return of at least $17, and as much as $221, reflecting a reasonably anticipated net 
savings of $ 1 87 billion to $270 billion on a national investment of $ 1 .22 billion to $ 1 1 .0 billion 
(Gould, Environmental Health Perspectives 1 1 7: 1 162-1 1 67 (2009)). (TECHNICAL NOTE: 

The savings range is calculated as ranging from the product of the low-end estimate of the return 
on investment and the high-end estimate of the investment, to the product of the high-end 
estimate of the return on investment and the low-end estimate of the investment. Multiplying the 
two low-end estimates, or the two high-end estimates, would provide low-end and high-end 
estimates of net savings with extremely, i.e., unreasonably small, probabilities of occurrence.) 

A meta-analysis of scientific healthy housing intervention research, conducted by the 
National Center for Healthy Housing (NCHH) in 2009, found overwhelming evidence that 
certain healthy homes interventions result in improvements in health or leading to changes in 
behaviors or other factors that result in better health (NCHH, Housing Interventions and Health: 
A Review of the Evidence, January 2009). A CDC task force reviewed the evidence for the 
effectiveness of housing-based interventions for asthma and recommended the use of home- 
based multi-component interventions with an environmental focus for children and adolescents 
with asthma based on evidence of effectiveness in improving overall quality of life and 
productivity, specifically, improving asthma symptoms and reducing the number of school days 
missed due to asthma (CDC; www.thecommunityguide.org/asthma/RRmulticomponent.htmi, 
2008). 
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The OHHLHC’s grantees implement the work plan they submit upon grant award, which 
involves local outreach, training of local workers in lead and/or healthy homes intervention work 
practices, recruitment of housing owners, evaluation of the housing for hazards, control of the 
hazards using safe work practices while protecting occupants during the period of work (such as 
by temporary relocation when warranted), verification of the efficacy of the cleanup at the end of 
the work, notification to the owners, and occupants if different, of the results of the work, and, as 
applicable, safely and health related education of the owners and occupants. Grantees keep 
detailed records of the performance of their work and the financial transactions associated with 
it, and report key information quarterly through an on-line database (the Quarterly Performance 
Reporting System) to the OHHLHC’s Government Technical Representatives on its staff, who 
review and assess the quality of the reports and the performance of the grantees in reaching their 
benchmark performance targets. 
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____ 


GefitTiil/Crossciittieg 

I . Picase provide a ten-year flmding history for each of the HUD program areas. 
Answer: Sec fo! lowing chart. 
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Pieasc provide a table showing new programs and program terminations in the Deparimcnt's I' Y 201 ! 
budget request. 


Answer: 








Family Unification Vouchers 

$15 Million 


'.■■au'.f'.afs 

$75 Million 

Not terminated, did not ask for FY 2011 
though 

Resident Opportunity Supportive Services 

iHOSSi 

$50 Million 

Made eligible use In PHA Operating Fund 

Early Childhood Education and Job Training 

)■ ies 

$35 Million 

FY 2010 Congressional earmark 

HOPE Vi Grants 

$125 Million 

The appropriated amount of $125 excludes 
TA 

CDBG Economic Development Initiative Grants 

$173 Million 


CDBG Neighborhood initiative Grants 

$22 Million 


Rural Innovation Fund 

$25 Million 


Self-Help Opportunity Program (SHOP) 

$27 Million 

Consolidated into HOME program as • 
eligible use of funds 

Brownfield Economic Development Initiative 

$18 MitSion 


Energy Innovation Fund 

$50 Million 


lead Ha?:ard Demonstration Program 

$4S Million 

Consolidated into lead Grant: program 

Native American Housing Interests and TA 
Capacity 

$3,5 Million 


FHEO - limited English Proficiency 

$500 Thousand 


Section 4 Capacity Building 

$50 Million 

Replaced by new initiative (replaced with 
$60 million new initiative) 




Transforming Rental Assistance 

$350 million 


Catalytic Competition Grants 

$150 million 


Housing and Services for Homeless Persons 
Demonstration 

$85 million 


Housing Trust Fund 


Mandatory Account 

PD and R Research and Development Initiative 

HESESSSHI 

Part of government wide initiative 

PD and R Program Evaluation Initiative 

miESBIi^SIIIIHI 

Government wide Program 

Ike Gustav Conversion Section 8 Vouchers 

$66 million 


Capacity Building 

$60 million 

This Program reforms current program 

Choice Neighborhood 

$250 Million 
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Appropriations Not Authorized by Law 


Program 


[Dollars in thousands] 


Last year of 
authorization 


Authorization 

level 


Appropriations in Amount of 
last year of program or 
authorization new fees 


TITLE 11 - DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Rental Assistance: 


Section 8 Contract Renewals and 

Administrative Expenses 
Section 441 Contracts 

Section 8 Preservation, Protection, 

and Family Unification 

Contract Administratoi^ 

Public Housing Capital Fund 

Public Housing Operating Fund 

Native American Housing Block Grants: 

Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund 

Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant 

Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantee Fund 

Housing Opportunity for Persons with 
AIDS 

Community Development Fund: 

Community Development Block 
Grant 

Economic Development Initiatives 


1994 

1994 

8,446,173 

109,410 

4,558,106 

150,000 

1994 

759,259 

541, OCX) 

2003 

3,000,000 

2,712,255 

2003 

2,900,000 

3,576,600 

2007 

SSAN 

6,000 

2005 

... 

8,928 

2005 

... 

992 

1994 

156,300 

156,000 

1994 

4,168,000 

4,400,000 


Neighborhood Initiatives 
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Sustainable Communities Initiative 

— 

— 

— 

Rural Innovation Fund 

Home Program: 

~ 

- 


Home Investment Partnership 

1994 

2,173,612 

1,275,000 

Down Payment Assistance Initiative 

2007 

2(X),000 

24,750 

HOPE VI 

2010 

SSAN 

198,000 a/ 

Choice Neighborhoods 

_ 

_ 

— 

Brownfields 

~ 

~ 

... 

Redevelopment Self-Help and Assisted 




Homeownership Opportunity: 

Capacity Building 

1994 

25,000 

20,000 

Self-Help Homeownership Oppor 
tunlty Program 

2000 


20,000 

National Housing Development 

Corporation 


... 

- 

Housing for the Elderly 

2003 


778,195 

Housing for Persons with Disabil- 
ities 

2003 

... 

248,886 

Energy Innovation Fund 

~ 


- 

FHA General and Special Risk Program 

Account: 




limitation on Guaranteed Loans 

1995 


(20,885,072) 

Limitations on Direct Loans 

1995 

_ 

(220,030) 

Credit Subsidy 

1995 


188,395 

Administrative Expenses 

1995 

-- 

197,470 


6NMA Mortgage Backed Securities Loan 
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Guarantee Program Account: 




limitations on Guaranteed Loans 

1996 

(110,000,000) 

(110,000,000) 

Administrative Expenses 

1996 

... 

9,101 

Policy Development and Research 

1994 

36,470 

35,000 

Fair Housing Activities, Fair Housing 

Program 

1994 

26,000 

25,000 

Lead Hazard Reduction Program 

1994 

250,000 

150,000 

Salaries and Expenses 

1994 

1,029,496 

916,963 

Transformation Initiative 

... 

- 

... 

a/ Includes $65 million set-aside for Choice Neighborhoods Initiative. 
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4. Please update the table on page 214 of House Report 111-218 for HUD programs. 
Answer: See attached table. 
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Appropriations Not Authorized by Law 

fOoilars in thousands] 


last year of 
authorization 


Authorization 

ievel 


Appropriations in Amount of 

last year of program or 

authorization new fees 


TITLE H ^ DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Rental Assistance: 

Section 8 Contract Renewals and 


Administrative Expenses 

1994 

8,446,173 

5,458,106 

Section 441 Contracts 

1994 

109,410 

150,000 

Section 8 Preservation, Protection, 
anci Family Unification 

1994 

759,259 

541,000 

Contract Administrators 


— 


Public Housing Capital Fund 

2003 

3,OC^,000 

2,712,255 

Public Housing Operating Fund 

2003 

2,900,000 

3,576,600 

Native American Housing Block Grants: 




Indian Housing Loan Guarantee 

Fund 

2007 

SSAN 

6,000 

Native Hawaiian Housing Block 

Grant 

Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantee 

2005 

- 

8,928 

Fund 

2005 


992,000 

Housing Opportunity for Persons 
with AIDS 

1994 

1,563,000 

156,000 

Community Development Fund: 




Community Development Block 




Grant 

1994 

4,168,000 

4,380,000 

Economic Development Initiatives 

— 


.... 

Neighborhood Initiatives 

— 


.... 

1 

1 




Home Program: 




Home Investment Partnership 

1994 

2,173,612 

1,275,000 




Down Payment Assistance initiative 


2007 


200,000 


24,750 
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Redevelopment Seif-Heip and Assisted 
Homeownership Opportunity: 
Capacity Building 
Self-Heip Homeownership 
Opportunity Program 

National Housing Development 
Corporation 
Housing for the Elderly 
Housing for Persons with 


general and Special Risk Program 
Account: 

Limitation on Guaranteed Loans 
Limitations on Direct Loans 
Credit Subsidy 
Administrative Expenses 
GNMA Mortgage Backed Securities 
Loan 

Guarantee Program Account; 

Limitations on Guaranteed loans 
Administrative Expenses 

Policy Development and Research 

Fair Housing Activities, Fair Housing 
Program 

Lead Hazard Reduction Program 
Salaries and Expenses 


1994 

25,000 

20,000 

2000 

... 

20,000 

2003 


783,286 

2003 


250,515 


1995 

... 

(20,885,072) 

1995 


(220,000) 

1995 


188,395 

1995 


197,470 


1996 

(110,000,000) 

(110,000,000) 

1996 

... 

9,101 

1994 

36,470 

35,000 

1994 

26,000 

20,481 

1994 

276,000 

185,000 

1994 

1,029,496 

916,963 
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5. Please describe each of the General Provisions included in the FY 2011 budget request. 

Answer: The table below provides a description of each of the General Provisions included in the FY 
201 1 budget request. The first column lists each provision, as requested by HUD. The second column of 
the table indicates whether the provision was included in HUD’s FY 2010 appropriation, has been revised 
from the FY 2010 appropriations language, or is a new provision. The third column provides a brief 
description of each general provision and any requested revisions. 


General Provision 

Same as 
FYIO, 
Revised, 
or New 

Description 

SEC. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of 
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 percent 
of the cash amounts associated with such 
budget authority, that are recaptured from 
projects described in section 1012(a) of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Amendments Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1437 
note) shall be (rescission] cancelled or in the 
case of cash, shall be remitted to the 

Treasury, and such amounts of budget 
authority or cash recaptured and not 
(rescission] cancelled or remitted to the 
Treasury shall be used by State housing 
finance agencies or local governments or 
local housing agencies with projects 
approved by the Secretary of Housing and 
Uiban Development for which settlement 
occurred after January 1 , 1 992, in accordance 
with such section. Notwithstanding the 
previous sentence, the Secretary may award 
up to 15 percent of the budget authority or 
cash recaptured and not (rescission] 
cancelled or remitted to the Treasury to 
provide project owners with incentives to 
refinance their project at a lower interest rate. 

REVISED 

Splits overpayments evenly 
between Treasury and State 
Housing Finance Agencies. 
Revised language replaces 
“rescission ” with “cancelled". 
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SEC. 202. None of the amounts made 
available under this Act may be used during 
fiscal year [2010] 2011 to investigate or 
prosecute under the Fair Housing Act any 
othenvise lawful activity engaged in by one 
or more persons, including the filing or 
maintaining of a non-frivolous legal action, 
that is engaged in solely for the purpose of 
achieving or preventing action by a 
Government official or entity, or a court of 
competent jurisdiction. 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Precludes the use of ftmds to 
prosecute or investigate legal 
activities under the Fair 

Housing Act. 

SEC. 203. (a) Notwithstanding section 
854(c)(1)(A) of the AIDS Housing 
Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(cXl)(A)), 
from any amoimts made available under this 
title for fiscal year [2010] 2011 that are 
allocated under such section, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall 
allocate and make a grant, in the amount 
determined under subsection b), for any State 
that — 

(1) received an allocation in a prior fiscal 
year under clause (ii) of such section; and 

(2) is not otherwise eligible for an allocation 
for fiscal year [2010] 2011 under such clause 
(ii) because the areas in the State outside of 
the metropolitan statistical areas that qualify 
under clause (i) in fiscal year [2010] 2011 do 
not have the number of cases of acquired 
immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) 
required under such clause. 

(b) The amount of the allocation and grant 
for any State described in subsection (a) shall 
be an amount based on the cumulative 
number of AIDS cases in the areas of that 

State that are outside of metropolitan 
statistical areas that qualify under clause (i) 
of such section 854(c)(lXA) in fiscal year 
[2010] 2011 , in proportion to AIDS cases 
among cities and States that qualify under 
clauses (i) and (ii) of such section and States 
deemed eligible under subsection (a). 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the amount allocated for fiscal year 
(2010] 2011 under section 854(c) of the 

AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 
12903(c)), to the City of New York, New 
York, on behalf of the New York-Wayne- 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Continues language to correct 
anomalies for HOPWA and 
specifies Jurisdictions in New 
York and New Jersey and uses 
three year average. 
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White Plains, New York-New Jersey 
Metropolitan Division (hereafter 
"metropolitan division") of the New York- 
Newark-Edison, NY-NJ-PA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, shall be adjusted by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development by: (1) allocating to the City of 
Jersey City, New Jersey, the proportion of 
the metropolitan area's or division's amount 
that is based on the 

number of cases of AIDS reported in the 
portion of the metropolitan area or division 
that is located in Hudson County, New 

Jersey, and adjusting for the proportion of the 
metropolitan division's high incidence bonus 
if this area in New Jersey also has a higher 
than average per capita incidence of AIDS; 
and (2) allocating to the City of Paterson, 

New Jersey, the proportion of the 
metropolitan area's or division's amount that 
is based on the number of cases of AIDS 
reported in the portion of the metropolitan 
area or division that is located in Bergen 
County and Passaic County, New Jersey, and 
adjusting for the proportion of the 
metropolitan division's high incidence bonus 
if this area in New Jersey also has a higher 
than average per capita incidence of AIDS. 

The recipient cities shall use amounts 
allocated under this subsection to carry out 
eligible activities under section 855 of the 
AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 
12904) in their respective portions of the 
metropolitan division that is located in New 
Jersey. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the amount allocated for fiscal year 
[20101 2011 under section 854(c) of the 

AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 

1 2903(c)) to areas with a higher than average 
per capita incidence of AIDS, shall be 
adjusted by the Secretary on the basis of area 
incidence reported over a 3-year period. 



SEC. 204. Except as explicitly provided in 
law, any grant, cooperative agreement or 
other assistance made pursuant to title 11 of 
this Act shall be made on a competitive basis 
and in accordance with section 102 of the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Reform Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Requires that funds be subject 
to competition unless specified 
otherwise in statute. 
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3545) 



SEC. 205. Funds of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development subject to 
the Government Corporation Control Act or 
section 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall 
be available, without regard to the limitations 
on administrative expenses, for legal services 
on a contract or fee basis, and for utilizing 
and making payment for services and 
facilities of the Federal National Mortgage 
Association, Government National Mortgage 
Association, Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation, Federal Financing Bank, 

Federal Reserve banks or any member 
thereof, Federal Home Loan banks, and any 
insured bank within the meaning of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Act, 
as amended (12 U.S.C. 181 1-1). 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Allows HUD to use funds for 
services or facilities of GNMA 
and Fannie Mae, and other 
related financial institutions. 

SEC. [207]2dd. Corporations and agencies of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development which are subject to the 
Government Corporation Control Act, are 
hereby authorized to make such 
expenditures, within the limits of funds and 
borrowing authority available to each such 
corporation or agency and in accordance with 
law, and to make such 

contracts and commitments without regard to 
fiscal year limitations as provided by section 

1 04 of such Act as may be necessary in 
carrying out the programs set forth in the 
budget for [2010J 2011 for such corporation 
or agency except as hereinafter provided: 
Provided, That collections of these 
corporations and agencies may be used for 
new loan or mortgage purchase commitments 
only to the extent expressly provided for in 
this Act (unless such loans are in support of 
other forms of assistance provided for in this 
or prior appropriations Acts), except that this 
proviso shall not 

apply to the mortgage insurance or guaranty 
operations of these corporations, or where 
loans or mortgage purchases are necessary to 
protect the financial interest of the United 
States Government. 

SAME AS 
FY 2010 

Formerly Section 207. Provides 
authorization for HUD 
corporations to utilize funds 
under certain conditions and 
restrictions. 

SEC. [209)207. (a) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the amount allocated 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Specifies the distribution of 
HOPWA funds to New Jersey 
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for fiscal year |2010J 2011 imder section 
854(c) of the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act 
(42 U.S.C. 12903(c)), to the City of 
Wilmington, Delaware, on behalf of the 
Wilmington, Delaware-Maryland-New 
Jersey Metropolitan Division (hereafter 
"metropolitan division"), 
shall be adjusted by the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development by allocating to the 
State of New Jersey the proportion of the 
metropolitan division's amount that is based 
on the number of cases of AIDS reported in 
the portion of the metropolitan division that 
is located in New Jersey, and adjusting for 
the proportion of the metropolitan division's 
high incidence bonus if this area in New 
Jersey also has a higher than average per 
capita incidence of AIDS. The State of New 
Jersey shall use amounts allocated to the 
State under this subsection to carry out 
eligible activities under section 855 of the 
AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 
12904) in the portion of the metropolitan 
division that is located in New Jersey. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall allocate to Wake County, 
North Carolina, the amounts that otherwise 
would be allocated for fiscal year [2010] 

2011 under section 854(c) of the AIDS 
Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 
12903(c)) to the City of Raleigh, North 
Carolina, on behalf of the Raleigh-Cary, 
North Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
Any amounts allocated to Wake County shall 
be used to carry out eligible activities under 
section 855 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 12904) 
within such metropolitan statistical area. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 854(c) of the 
AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 
12903(c)), the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development may adjust the 
allocation of the amounts that otherwise 
would be allocated for fiscal year J2010} 

2011 under section 854(c) of such Act, upon 
the written request of an applicant, in 
conjunction with the State(s), for a formula 
allocation on behalf of a metropolitan 
statistical area, to designate the State or 
States in which the metropolitan statistical 
area is located as the eligible grantee(s) of 
the allocation. In the case that a metropolitan 


and North Carolina. 
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statistical area involves more than one State, 
such amounts allocated to each State shall be 
in proportion to the number of cases of AIDS 
reported in the portion of the metropolitan 
statistical area located in that State. Any 
amounts allocated to a State under this 
section shall be used to carry out eligible 
activities within the portion of the 
metropolitan statistical area located in that 
State. 



SEC. [21 \]208. A public housing agency or 
such other entity that administers Federal 
housing assistance for the Housing Authority 
of the county of Los Angeles, California, the 
States of Alaska, Iowa, and Mississippi shall 
not be required to include a resident of public 
housing or a recipient of assistance provided 
under section 8 of the United States 

Housing Act of 1937 on the board of 
directors or a similar governing board of 
such agency or entity as required under 
section (2)(b) of such Act. Each public 
housing agency or other entity that 
administers Federal housing assistance under 
section 8 for the Housing Authority of the 
county of Los 

Angeles, California and the States of Alaska, 
Iowa and Mississippi that chooses not to 
include a resident of Public Housing or a 
recipient of section 8 assistance on the board 
of directors or a similar governing board 
shall establish an advisory board of not less 
than six residents of public housing or 
recipients of section 8 assistance to provide 
advice and comment to the public housing 
agency or other administering entity on 
issues related to public housing and section 

8. Such advisory board shall meet not less 
than quarterly. 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Exempts PHA Boards in 

Alaska, Iowa, and Mississippi 
and the County of 

Los Angeles from the public 
housing resident representation 
requirement 

SEC. 1212J209. (a) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, subject to the 
conditions listed in subsection (b), for fiscal 
years [2010] 201/ and [201 1] 2012, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development may authorize the transfer of 
some or all project-based assistance, debt and 
statutorily required low-income and very 
low-income use restrictions, associated with 
one or more multifamily housing project to 
another multifamily housing project or 
projects. 

SAME AS 
FY 2010 

Authorizes HUD to transfer 
debt and use agreements from 
an obsolete project to a viable 
project, provided that no 
additional costs are incurred, 
and other conditions are met. 
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(b) The transfer authorized in subsection (a) 
is subject to the following conditions: 

(1) The number of low-income and very low- 
income imits and the net dollar amount of 
Federal assistance provided by the 
transferring project shall remain the same in 
the receiving project or projects. 

(2) The transferring project shall, as 
determined by the Secretary, be either 
physically obsolete or economically non- 
viable. 

(3) The receiving project or projects shall 
meet or exceed applicable physical standards 
established by the Secretary. 

(4) The owner or mortgagor of the 
transferring project shall notify and consult 
with the tenants residing in the transferring 
project and provide a certification of 
approval by all appropriate local 
governmental officials. 

(5) The tenants of the transferring project 
who remain eligible for assistance to be 
provided by the receiving project or projects 
shall not be required to vacate their units in 
the transferring project or projects until new 
units in the receiving project are available for 
occupancy. 

(6) The Secretary determines that this 
transfer is in the best interest of the tenants. 

(7) If either the transferring project or the 
receiving project or projects meets the 
condition specified in subsection (c)(2)(A), 
any lien on the receiving project resulting 
from additional financing obtained by the 
owner shall be subordinate to any FHA- 
insured mortgage lien transferred to, or 
placed on, such project by the Secretary. 

(8) If the transferring project meets the 
requirements of subsection (c)(2)(E), the 
owner or mortgagor of the receiving project 
or projects shall execute and record either a 
continuation of the existing use agreement or 
a new use agreement for the project where, in 
either 

case, any use restrictions in such agreement 
are of no lesser duration than the existing use 
restrictions. 

(9) Any financial risk to the FHA General 
and Special Risk Insurance Fund, as 
determined by the Secretary, would be 
reduced as a result of a transfer completed 
under this section. 
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(10) The Secretary determines that Federal 
liability with regard to this project will not be 
increased. 

(c) For purposes of this section — 

(1) the terms "low-income" and "very low- 
income" shall have the meanings provided by 
the statute and/or regulations governing the 
program under which the project is insured 
or assisted; 

(2) the term "multifamily housing project" 
means housing that meets one of the 
following conditions — 

(A) housing that is subject to a mortgage 
insured under the National Housing Act; 

(B) housing that has project-based assistance 
attached to the 

structure including projects undergoing mark 
to market debt restructuring under the 
Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and 
Affordability Housing Act; 

(C) housing that is assisted under section 202 
of the Housing Act of 1959 as amended by 
section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzales 
National Affordable Housing Act; 

(D) housing that is assisted under section 202 
of the Housing Act of 1959, as such section 
existed before the enactment of the Cranston- 
Gonzales National Affordable Housing Act; 
or 

(E) housing or vacant land that is subject to a 
use agreement; 

(3) the term "project-based assistance" 
means — 

(A) assistance provided under section 8(b) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937; 

(B) assistance for housing constructed or 
substantially rehabilitated pursuant to 
assistance provided under section 8(b)(2) of 
such Act (as such section existed 
immediately before October 1, 1983); 

(C) rent supplement payments under section 
101 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1965; 

(D) interest reduction payments under section 
236 and/or additional assistance payments 
under section 236(f)(2) of the National 
Housing Act; and 

(E) assistance payments made under section 
202(c)(2) of the 

Housing Act of 1 959; 

(4) the term "receiving project or projects" 
means the multifamily housing project or 
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projects to which some or all of the project- 
based assistance, debt, and statutorily 
required use low-income and very low- 
income restrictions are to be transferred; 

(5) the term "transferring project" means the 
multifamily housing project which is 
transferring some or all of the project-based 
assistance, debt and the statutorily required 
low-income and very low-income use 
restrictions to the receiving project or 
projects; and 

(6) the term "Secretary" means the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development. 



SEC. [216J2/0. [Notwithstanding the 
limitation in the first sentence of section 

255(g) of the National Housing Act (12 

U.S.C. 1715z-g)), the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development may, until 

September 30, 2010, insure and enter into 
commitments to insure mortgages under 
section 255(g) of the National Housing Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1715Z-20).] Section 255(g) of the 
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. l7I5z-20) 
is amended by striking the first sentence. 

REVISED 

Removes limit on aggregate 
number of mortgages that may 
be insured under the Home 

Equity Conversion Mortgage 
program. 

SEC. [218)2//. During fiscal year (2010) 

2011, in the provision of rental assistance 
under section 8(o) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(o)) in 
connection with a program to demonstrate 
the economy and effectiveness of providing 
such assistance for use in assisted living 
facilities that is carried out in the coimties of 
the State of Michigan notwithstanding 
paragraphs (3) and (18)(B)(iii) of such 
section 8(o), a family residing in an assisted 
living facility in any such county, on behalf 
of which a public housing agency provides 
assistance pursuant to section 8(o)(18) of 
such Act, may be required, at the time the 
family initially receives such assistance, to 
pay rent in an amount exceeding 40 percent 
of the monthly adjusted income of the family 
by such a percentage or amount as the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development determines to be appropriate. 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Authorizes the Secretary to 
waive certain requirements on 
adjusted income for certain 
assisted living projects for 
counties in Michigan. 

SEC. [221)2/2. (a) The [amounts) 
commitment authority funded by fees as 
provided under the subheading "Program 
Account" under the heading "Community 
Development Loan Guarantees" may be used 
to guarantee, or make commitments to 

REVISED 

Provides that amounts provided 
under the Section 108 loan 
guarantee program may be used 
to guarantee notes or other 
obligations issued by any State 
on behalf of non-entitlement 
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guarantee, notes, or other obligations issued 
by any State on behalf of non-entitlement 
communities in the State in accordance with 
the requirements of section 108 of the 

Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1 974 (■« fiscal year 2011 and subsequent 
years: Provided, That, any State receiving 
such a guarantee or commitment shall 
distribute all funds subject to such guarantee 
to the units of general local government in 
non-entitlement areas that received the 
commitment. 

(b) Not later than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall 
promulgate regulations governing the 
administration of the funds described under 
subsection (a). 


communities in the State, and 
that regulations shall be 
promulgated within 60 days of 
enactment. Revisions reflect 
changes in the account 's 
appropriations language to 
provide for the collection of fees 
to fund program costs and to 
provide permanent authority. 

SEC. [225|2/i. No official or employee of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development shall be designated as an 
allotment holder unless the Office of the 

Chief Financial Officer has determined that 
such allotment holder has implemented an 
adequate system of funds control and has 
received training in funds control procedures 
and directives. The Chief Financial Officer 
shall ensure thatf, not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this \ct,]there is a 
trained allotment holder Jshall be designated] 
for each HUD subaccount under the 
(headings "Executive Direction" and] 
heading "Administration, Operations, and 
Management" as well as each account 
receiving appropriations for "persormel 
compensation and benefits" within the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

REVISED 

Directs that no employee shall 
be designated as an allotment 
holder unless the CFO 
determines that they have 
implemented an adequate 
system of funds control and 
have received training, and that 
the CFO shall ensure that 
trained allotment holders are in 
place for each salaries and 
expenses account. The revision 
makes conforming changes to 
the proposed appropriations 
language for the “Executive 
Direction ” account to remove 
subaccounts. 
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SEC. [22912/ 4 . (a) APPROVAL OF SAME AS 

PREPAYMENT OF DEBT.— Upon request FY 2010 

of the project sponsor of a project assisted 

with a loan under section 202 of the Housing 

Act of 1959 (as in effect before the 

enactment of the Cranston-Gonzalez 

National Affordable Housing Act), for which 

the Secretary's consent to prepayment is 

required, the Secretary shall approve the 

prepayment of any indebtedness to the 

Secretary relating to any remaining principal 

and interest under the loan as part of a 

prepayment plan under which— 

(1) the project sponsor agrees to operate the 
project until the maturity date of the original 
loan under terms at least as advantageous to 
existing and future tenants as the terms 
required by the original loan agreement or 
any project-based rental assistance payments 
contract under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (or any other project- 
based rental housing assistance programs of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, including the rent supplement 
program under section 101 of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1965 (12 
U.S.C. 1701s)) or any successor project- 
based rental assistance program, except as 
provided by subsection (a)(2)(B); and 

(2) the prepayment may involve refinancing 
of the loan if such refinancing results — 

(A) in a lower interest rate on the principal of 
the loan for the 

project and in reductions in debt service 
related to such loan; or 

(B) in the case of a project that is assisted 
with a loan under such section 202 carrying 
an interest rate of 6 percent or lower, a 
transaction under which — 

(i) the project owner shall address the 
physical needs of the project; 

(ii) the prepayment plan for the transaction, 
including the refinancing, shall meet a cost 
benefit analysis, as established by the 
Secretary, that the benefit of the transaction 
outweighs the cost of the transaction 
including any increases in rent charged to 
unassisted tenants; 

(iii) the overall cost for providing rental 
assistance under section 8 for the project (if 

any) is not increased, except, upon approval 


Allows refinancing of certain 
section 202 loans. 
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by the Secretary to — (I) mark-up-to-market 
contracts pursuant to section 524(a)(3) of the 
Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and 
Affordability Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f note), as 
such section is carried out by the Secretary 
for properties owned by nonprofit 
organizations; or (II) mark-up-to-budget 
contracts pursuant to section 524(a)(4) of the 
Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and 
Affordability Act (42 U.S.C. I437f note), as 
such section is carried out by the Secretary 
for properties owned by eligible owners (as 
such term is defined in section 202(k) of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(k)); 

(iv) the project owner may charge tenants 
rent sufficient to meet debt service payments 
and operating cost requirements, as approved 
by the Secretary, if project-based rental 
assistance is not available or is insufficient 
for the debt service and operating cost of the 
project after refinancing. Such approval by 
the Secretary — (I) shall be the basis for the 
owner to agree to terminate the project-based 
rental assistance contract that is insufficient 
for the debt service and operating cost of the 
project after refinancing; and (II) shall be an 
eligibility event for the project for purposes 
of section 8(t) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(t)); 

(v) units to be occupied by tenants assisted 
under section 8(t) of the United States 

Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(t)) 
shall, upon termination of the occupancy of 
such tenants, become eligible for project- 
based assistance under section 8(o)(13) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 

U.S.C. 1437f(o)(13)) without regard to the 
percentage limitations provided in such 
section; and 

(vi) there shall be a use agreement of 20 
years from the date of the maturity date of 
the original 202 loan for all units, including 
units to be occupied by tenants assisted under 
section 8(t) 



SEC. [230|2/5. No property identified by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development as surplus Federal property for 
use to assist the homeless shall be made 
available to any homeless group unless the 
group is a member in good standing under 
any of HUD's homeless assistance 
programs or is in good standing with any 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Makes reforms to the Federal 
Surplus Property Program for 
the homeless. 
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other program which receives funds from any 
other Federal or State agency or entity: 
Provided, That an exception may be made 
for an entity not involved with Federal 
homeless programs to use siuplus Federal 
property for the homeless only after the 
Secretary or another responsible Federal 
agency has fully and comprehensively 
reviewed all relevant finances of the entity, 
the track record of the entity in assisting the 
homeless, the ability of the entity to manage 
the property, including all costs, the ability of 
the entity to administer homeless programs in 
a manner that is effective to meet the needs 
of the homeless population that is expected 
to use the property and any other related 
issues that demonstrate a commitment to 
assist the homeless: Provided further. That 
the Secretary shall not require the entity to 
have cash in hand in order to demonstrate 
financial ability but may rely on the entity’s 
prior demonstrated fundraising ability or 
commitments for in-kind donations of goods 
and services: Provided further. That the 
Secretary shall make all such information 
and its decision regarding the award of the 
surplus property available to the committees 
of juris^ction, including a full justification 
of the appropriateness of the use of the 
property to assist the homeless as well as the 
appropriateness of the group seeking to 
obtain the property to use such property to 
assist the homeless: Provided further. That, 
this section shall apply to properties in fiscal 
years (2009] 2010 mA [20101 2011 made 
available as surplus Federal property for use 
to assist the homeless. 


SEC. [23112/(5. [The Secretary of the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development is authorized to transfer up to 5 
percent of funds appropriated for any account 
under this title under the heading "Personnel 
Compensation and Benefits" to any other 
account under this title under the heading 
"Personnel Compensation and Benefits" only 
after such transfer has been submitted to, and 
received prior written approval by, the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations: 
Provided, That, no appropriation for any 
such account shall be increased or decreased 
by more than 10 percent by all such 
transfers.! The Secretary of the Department 
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of Housing and Urban Development is 
authorized to transfer funds made available 
for personnel or non-personnel expenses 
under any account or any set-aside within 
any account under this title under the 
general heading "Personnel Compensation 
and Benefits", and under the account 
headings "Executive Direction" and 
"Administration, Operations and 
Management", to any other such account or 
any other such set-aside within any such 
account, 15 days after notice of such transfer 
has been submitted to the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations: Provided, 
That, no appropriation for personnel or non- 
personnel expenses in any such account or 
any set-aside within any such account shall 
be increased or decreased by more than 10 
ercent by all such transfers. 
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SEC, [232J2/7. The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development may increase, 
pursuant to this section, the number of 
Moving-to-Work agencies authorized under 
section 204, title II, of the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban 
Development and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1996 (Public Law 104- 
134; 110 Stat. 1321) by adding to the 
program three Public Housing Agencies that 
meet the following requirements: is a High 
Performing Agency under the Public 

Housing Assessment System (PHAS) and is 
a Choice Neighborhood grantee or HOPE VI 
agency. [No PHA shall be granted this 
designation through this section that 
administers in excess of 5,000 aggregate 
housing vouchers and public housing units.] 
No PHA granted this designation through 
this section shall receive more funding under 
sections 8 or 9 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 than they otherwise would have 
received absent this designation. In addition 
to other reporting requirements, all Moving- 
to-Work agencies shall report financial data 
to the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development as specified by the Secretary, 
so that the effect of Moving-to-Work policy 
changes can be measured. 

REVISED 

Allows the Secretary to increase 
the aggregate number of MTW 
agencies by three PHAs. 

Revision includes new 
requirement that the PHAs 
added to the MTW program be 
a Choice Neighborhoods 
grantee or a HOPE VI agency, 
and eliminates requirement that 
the PHA administer 5,000 or 
less vouchers/public housing 
units. 

SEC. [233)2/5. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, in determining the market 
value of any multifamily real property or 
multifamily loan for any noncompetitive sale 
to a State or local government, the Secretary 
shall in fiscal year [2010] 20J1 consider, but 
not be limited to, industry standard appraisal 
practices, including the cost of repairs needed 
to bring the property into such condition as to 
satisfy minimum State and local code 
standards and the cost of maintaining the 
affordability restrictions imposed by the 
Secretary on the multifamily real property or 
multifamily loan. 

SAME AS 
FY 2010 

Allows HUD to consider 
industry standard appraisal 
practices, including the cost of 
repairs when determining 
market value. 
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SEC. [23412/9. The Disaster Housing 
Assistance Programs, administered by the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, shall be considered a "program 
of the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development" under section 904 of the 
McKinney Act for the purpose of income 
verifications and matching. 

SAME AS 
FY2010 

Allows the Disaster Housing 
Assistance Programs to be 
considered a program of the 
Department of Housing and 

Urban Development for the 
purpose of income verifications 
and matching. 

SEC. 220. Of the amounts made available for 
salaries and expenses under all accounts 
under this title (except for the Office of 
Inspector General account), a total of up to 
$15, 000, 000 may be transferred to and 
merged with amounts made available in the 
"Working Capital Fund" account or the 
"Transformation Initiative" account under 
this title. Any amounts transferred to the 
"Transformation Initiative" account shall 
only be available for information technology 
requirements and shall remain available 
until September 30, 2016. 

NEW/ 

REVISED 

Allows funds to be transferred 
from any of HUD’s S&E 
accounts to either the Working 
Capital fund for the purpose of 
steady state IT or to the 
Transformation Initiative Fund 
for the purpose of IT 
development, modernization, and 
enhancement. (NOTE: In prior 
years, authority in WCF account 
appropriations language 
permitted transfers from S&E to 
WCF. This language has been 
removed from the WCF request, 
and is requested here instead to 
permit transfers for all IT 
purposes.) 

SEC. 221. Section 203(c)(2)(B) of the 

National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1709(c)(2)(B)) is amended to read as 
follows: "(B) In addition to the premium 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary may 
establish and collect annual premium 
payments in an amount not exceeding 1.50 
percent of the remaining insured principal 
balance (excluding the portion of the 
remaining balance attributable to the 
premium collected under subparagraph (A) 
and without taking into account delinquent 
payments or prepayments). The Secretary, by 
publication of a notice in the Federal 

Register, may establish or change the 
amount of the premium under subparagraph 
(A) or the annual premium, and the period of 
the mortgage term for which an annual 
premium amount shall apply. ". 

NEW 

Statutory revision allows FHA 
more flexibility in setting annual 
premia to improve the financial 
health of the MMl Fund. 
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SEC. 222. For an additional amount for the 
"Administration, Operations and 
Management" account, $2,070,635, to 
increase the Department's acquisition 
woriforce capacity and capabilities: 

Provided, That such funds may be 
transferred by the Secretary to any other 
account in the Department to carry out the 
purposes provided herein: Provided further. 
That such transfer authority is in addition to 
any other transfer authority provided in this 
Act: Provided further, That such funds shall 
be available only to supplement and not to 
supplant existing acquisition woriforce 
activities: Provided further. That such funds 
shall be available for training, recruitment, 
retention, and hiring additional members of 
the acquisition woriforce as defined by the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, as 
amended (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.): Provided 
further. That such funds shall be available 
for information technology in support of 
acquisition woriforce effectiveness or for 
management solutions to improve acquisition 
management. 

NEW 

Provides an additional 
appropriation to the 
“Administration, Operations and 
Management” account to improve 
hud’s acquisition workforce. 

SEC. 223. In determining the amount of 
annual assessments on regulated entities for 
2011 pursuant to section 1 316(a) of the 
Federal Housing Enterprises Financial 

Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 
4516), as amended, the Director of the 

Federal Housing Finance Agency shall 
include $1,500,000 for necessary expenses 
during fiscal year 2011 of the Federal 

Housing Finance Agency Office of Inspector 
General in carrying out the provisions of the 
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended. 

NEW 

Ensures funding for necessary 
expenses of the Federal Housing 
Finance Agency Office of 

Inspector General. 

SEC. 224. The paragraphs under the heading 
"Flexible Subsidy Fund" in Public Law 108- 
447 and in Public Law 109-115 are 
repealed. 

NEW 

Eliminates the mandatory transfer 
of excess resources fi-om the 

Rental Housing Assistance Fund 
to the Flexible Subsidy Fund. 

These excess resources cannot be 
spent under existing law in either 
account, making the transfer 
uimecessary. 

SEC. 225. Notwithstanding Section 24(o) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. I437v(o)), amounts made available 
under the heading "Revitalization of Severely 
Distressed Public Housing (HOPE VI)" in 

NEW 

Permits funds appropriated in 
fiscal year 2010 to continue to be 
spent after the program 
authorization sunsets, through 
their full period of availability. 
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Title H of Division A of Public Law 111-117, 
including amounts for the Choice 
Neighborhoods initiative, may continue to be 
provided as assistance under Section 24 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 
through September 30, 2011. 



due lo ths 
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7. Please provide a chart with the carryover for each program for the last ten years. 
Answer: 
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Management and Administration 

8. Please provide an organizational chart for each office at HUD. 
Answer: See following charts. 
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9. Please provide the iKunber of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) for each office from FY 2000 to FY 2010. 
Please include the budget request, enacted and actual amount for each year. 

Answer: Please see following chart. 



137 










138 





139 



Note: The dollars amounts reflect both personnel and non personnel expenses for this account. 


1 , Picase provide a list of all political appointments in the Depaitmeni. Please include the title, grade and 
salary of each position, the office ihc position is in, and the Salaries and fixpenscs fund paying Iheir 

■Cl.hUA . 

Answer; Attachment 1 1 provides a summary listing of all positions appointed by the President and 
subject 1.0 Seni.ilc Confirmation (PAS), all Schedule C appointed ptesidons, and all noncarcer ('NC) 
managers, More specifically, this report wll) pro\ide information regarding the Office, Position Title. 
Pay Plan. Salary, and Saiar}' & expense for ail P.AS, NC„ and Schedule C positions. 

POIJTICAi,. APPOINTMENTS AS OF JI.INE 2(ll« 


PI S -:P\ 

S4.61 9.000.00 




i OF 
.PAR 


EX-I $ 199.700.00 

FXA.! S 179.700.00 

BS $l79dK)0.00 

BS $ ! 65.000.00 

HS $ 171,245,00 

HS $ 1 27,500.00 

BS $ 1 79 JOO-OO 

BS S 179,709.00 

BS $ 1 65., 000. 00 

(.iS'lS $155,500-90 
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OFFICE OF THE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 


OFFICE OF THE 
CHIEF FINANICAL 
OFFICER 


OFFICE OF 
STRATEGIC 
PLANNING AND 
MANAGEMENT 


OFFICE OF 
SUSTAINABLE 
HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITIES 

OFFICE OF 
ADMINISTRATION 


OFFICE OF 
COMMUNITY 
PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT 


Advisor for Housing and 


Services) 

Special Assistant 

GS-15 

$ 140,259.00 


Special Assistant 

OS-15 

$ 144,385.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 


Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Policy and Programs 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-14 

$ 108,717.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-14 

$ 108,717.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-13 

$ 89,033.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-12 

$ 74,872.00 


Staff Assistant 

GS-11 

$ 62,467.00 


Senior Advisor to the 
Deputy Secretary 

ES 

$ 157,000.00 

Included in 
Office of Sec 

Chief Financial Officer 

Ex-rv 

$ 155,500.00 

$ 727,000.00 




$ 3,288,000.00 

Director, Office of Strategic 



Plaiming and Management 

ES 

$ 155,500.00 

Deputy Director 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 

Special Assistant 

GS-14 

$ 105,211.00 


Director 

ES 

$ 177,000.00 

$ 2,400,000.00 

Director of Executive 

Scheduling and Operations 

GS-15 

$ 123,758.00 

$ 1,21 8,000.0) 

Director of Scheduling 

GS-12 

$ 74,872.00 


Advance Coordinator 

GS-11 

$ 64,548.00 


Advance Coordinator 

GS-9 

$ 51,630.00 


Staff Assistant 

GS-7 

$ 43,616.00 


Assistant Secretary for 
Community Planning and 
Development 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 

$ 1,781,000.00 
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Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Grants Programs 

ES 

$ 177,000.00 


Staff Assistant 

GS-9 

$ 62,467.00 

OFFICE OF 

CONGRESSIONAL 

AND 

INTERGOVERNMENT 
AL RELATIONS 

Assistant Secretary for 
Congressional and 
Intergovernmental Relations 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 


General Deputy Assistant 
Secretary 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 


Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Congressional Relations 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 


Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Intergovernmental 
Relations 

GS-15 

$ 140,259.00 


Congressional Relations 
Officer 

GS-14 

$ 108,717.00 


Congressiotuil Relations 
Specialist 

GS-13 

$ 89,033.00 


Congressional Relations 
Specialist 

GS-12 

$ 77,368.00 


Staff Assistant 

GS-11 

$ 64,548.00 


Legislative Specialist 

GS-14 

$ 105,211.00 

OFFICE OF FAIR 
HOUSING AND 

EQUAL 

OPPORTUNITY 

Assistant Secretary for Fair 
Housing and Equal 
Opportunity 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 


Senior Advisor 

GS-15 

$ 123,758.00 

OFFICE OF GENERAL 
COUNSEL 

General Counsel 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 


General Deputy General 
Counsel 

ES 

$ 179,700.00 


Deputy General Counsel for 
Enforcement 

ES 

$ 177,000.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-13 

$ 89,033.00 

OFFICE OF HOUSING 

Assistant Secretary for 
Housing-Federal Housing 
Commissioner 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 


Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Multifamily Housing 

ES 

$ 179,700.00 


Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Single Family Housing 

ES 

$ 177,000.00 


$ 2,912,000.00 


$ 928,000.00 


$ 1,474,000.00 


$ 3,497,000.00 
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Senior Advisor to the 
Assistant Secretary 

ES 

$ 177,000.00 



Special Assistant 

GS-13 

$ 89,033.00 


OFFICE OF POLICY 
DEVELOPMENT AND 
RESEARCH 

Assistant Secretary for 
Policy Development and 
Research 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 

$ 1,097,000.00 


Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for International 
Philanthropic Affairs 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 

GS-15 

$ 155,500.00 



for Policy Development 

GS-15 

$ 144,385.00 



Staff Assistant 

GS-9 

$ 51,630.00 


OFFICE OF PUBLIC 
AFFAIRS 

General Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Public Affairs 

GS-15 

$ 136,134.00 

$ 3,996,000.00 


Senior Speechwriter 

GS-14 

$105,211.00 



Media Outreach Specialist 

GS-14 

$105,211.00 



Media Specialist 

GS-13 

$ 92,001.00 



Speechwriter 

GS-9 

$ 53,350.00 



Staff Assistant 

GS-9 

$ 53,350.00 


OFFICE OF PUBLIC 
AND INDIAN 
HOUSING 

Assistant Secretary for 
Public and Indian Housing 

EX-IV 

$ 155,500.00 

$ 2,125,000.00 


Special Assistant 

GS-15 

$ 127,883.00 



Special Policy Advisor 

GS-15 

$ 136,134.00 


OFFICE OF FIELD 
POLICY AND 
MANAGEMENT 

Regional Director, New 
York/New Jersey (New 
York) 

ES 

$ 179,700.00 

$ 51,275,000.00 


Regional Director, 

SouthEast (Atlanta) 

Regional Director, 

ES 

$ 179,700.00 



Pacific/Hawaii 

Regional Director, New 

ES 

$ 179,700.00 



England (Boston) 

Regional Director, Rocky 

GS-15 

$ 140,914.00 



Mountain (Denver) 

Regional Director, 

GS-15 

$ 138,340.00 



Northwest/Alaska (Seattle) 

GS-15 

$ 121,357.00 


GOVERNMENT 

NATIONAL 

MORTGAGE 




$ 11,095,000.00 
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ASSOCIATION 


President, Government 
National Mortgage 

Associate EX-IV $ 155,500.00 


12. Please provide a table with the number of political appointees per office for the last five years. 

Answer: The table below provides a table listing the number of political appointees per office covering 
the period 2005-2010. 


The Number of Political Appointees Per Office for the Last Five Years 


ORGANIZATION 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

Office of the Secretary 

II 

12 

7 

10 

II 

Office of Administration 

II 

6 

5 

8 

5 

Center for Faith-Based and Community Irutiatives 

2 

2 

3 

2 

1 

Office of Chief Financial Officer 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

Office of Coirununity Planning and Development 
Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental 

8 

7 

8 

9 

3 

Relations 

11 

13 

8 

10 

7 

Office of General Counsel 

4 

4 

6 

5 

3 

Office of Housing 

5 

5 

4 

6 

6 

Government National Mortgage Association 

2 

1 

1 

0 

1 

Office of Policy Development and Research 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Office of Public and Indian Housing 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

Office of Public Affairs 

5 

5 

6 

5 

6 

Office of Field Policy and Management 

15 

17 

15 

16 

14 

Office of the Inspector General 

1 

1 

i 

il 

Q 

TOTAL 

84 

80 

71 

78 

68 


'Incumbent IG no longer on Department rolls as of I0/I4/200S. Due to the IG Reform Act, OIG is no 
longer under the Department's organization structure. 


13. Please provide a list of all vacant political appointee positions. Also, please indicate if any of these are 
new positions and if so, why the Department believes that they ate necessary. 

Answer; Currently, the DepartriKnl's only vacant political position (position codified in Suitute, 
requires Presidential Approval with Senate Confitrtuuion) is the Assistant Secretary, Office of Public 
Affairs. The Department does not manage its executive positions by appoinunent type but rather by their 
designation. Unto 0PM guidance, the Department assesses and prioritizes its SES positions in sync with 
its current program requirements. Typically, each vacated executive position is evaluated to determine 
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whether or not it should be backfilled or assigned to another program office with greater need. The 
Department uses non-career appointing authorities when appropriate with the approval of the Office of 
Personnel Management (0PM). The Department also participates in the Biennial Allocation Cycle to 
conduct a more comprehensive review of its entire executive cadre. Additionally, The Department does 
not maintain lists of vacant Schedule C positions. Schedule C appointment authorities must be approved 
by OPM. Once Schedule C positions are vacated, the authority for the position is revoked, and the 
authority reverts to OPM. See Title 5, CFR, Part 213, Subpart C, section 213.3301(c). The Department 
maintains the need for continued use of non-career and Schedule C political appointing authorities to 
address mission and program requirement 


1 4. Please provide a list of the number of SES employees currently on board by office. In addition, please 
distinguish how many are career and political. 

Answer: Please see the table below. 


LIST OF NON-CAREER/CAREER SES MEMBERS 

BY PROGRAM OFFICE 

PROGRAM OFFICE 

CAREER 

NON-CAREER 


ON-BOARD 

ON-BOARD 

Office of the Secretary 

3 

10 

Office of Administration 

5 


Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

5 


Office of the Chief Information Officer 

5 


Office of the Chief Procurement Officer 

3 


Office of Community Planning and Development 

6 

1 

Office of Departmental Equal Employment 

1 


Opportunity 

Office of Departmental Operations and Coordination 

2 


Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opporhmity 

3 


Office of General Counsel 

12 

2 

Government National Mortgage Association 

5 


Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control 

1 


Office of Housing 

13 

3 

Office of Policy Development and Research 

2 


Office of Public and Indian Housing 

9 


Office of Field Policy and Management 

6 

3 


1 5. Please provide a table of funding for SES awards by office for the last five years. 


Answer: Below is the table of funding for SES awards for the last five years. 
BONUS AND/OR PERFORMANCE PAY FOR CURRENT AND FORMER EMPLOYEES 


FISCAL 

YEAR 

NAME 

FISCAL YEARS 2004 - 2009 

POSITION TITLE 

BATE OF 
THE 
AWARD 

AMOUNT 
OF THE 
AWARD 

FUNDING 

2008 

ANDERSON, DAVID T. 

OFFICI OF THE SECRETARY 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
HEARINGS APPEAL 

04/26/09 

$13,776.00 

0333 
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2007 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 

HEARINGS APPEAL 

01/06/08 

$18,240.00 

0333 

2009 

BELT, MARCELLA E. 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0333 

2008 


CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0333 

2007 


CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFRCER 

01/06/08 

$23,520.00 

0143 

2006 


CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

2005 


CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

11/27/05 

$15,000.00 

0143 

2004 


CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

12/28/04 

$10,192.00 

0143 

2004 

BLAZY, LOUIS J. 

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2004 

BURK, RICHARD 

CHIEF ARCHITECT FOR 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

12/28/04 

$7,125.00 

0143 

2009 

COLE, DOLORES W. 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

02/28/10 

$7,367.00 

0333 

2008 


SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

04/26/09 

$7,152.00 

0333 

2005 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF HUMAN 
RESOURCES 

1 i/27/05 

$6,875.00 

0143 

2005 

DEYULIA, GARRETT J. 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF SECURITY 
AND EMERGENCY PLANNING 

1 1/27/05 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2004 


DIRECTOR OFFICE OF SECURITY 
AND EMERGENCY PLANNING 

12/28/04 

$8,736.00 

0143 

2009 

DORF, BARBARA S. 

DIRECTOR, GRANTS 
MANAGEMENT CENTER 

02/28/10 

$8,972.00 

0335 

2008 


DIRECTOR, GRANTS 
MANAGEMENT CENTER 

04/26/09 

$10,162.00 

0335 

2007 


DIRECTOR, GRANTS 
MANAGEMENT CENTER 

01/06/08 

$12,864.00 

0335 

2006 


DIRECTOR, GRANTS 
MANAGEMENT CENTER 

03/04/07 

$8,457.00 

0143 

2005 


DIRECTOR, GRANTS 
MANAGEMENT CENTER 

11/27/05 

$8,5(K).00 

0143 

2004 


DIRECTOR, GRANTS 
MANAGEMENT CENTER 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 

2007 

EDWARDS, BARBARA J. 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$14,447.00 

0333 

2006 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

03/04/07 

$12,230.00 

0143 

2005 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

11/27/05 

$8,500.00 

0143 

2004 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

JACKSON, KARENS. 

AGDAS FOR 

ADMINISTRATION/DEPUTY 

CHCO 

02/28/10 

$14,295.00 

0333 

2008 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR BUDGET AND 

MANAGEMENT 

04/26/09 

$7,710.00 

0335 

2007 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR BUDGET AND 

MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$7,485.00 

0335 

2006 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR BUDGET AND 

03/04/07 

$8,807.00 

0143 
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MANAGEMENT 


2005 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR BUDGET AND 

MANAGEMENT 

1 1/27/05 

$7,!25.(K) 

0143 

2009 

LANCEFIELD, SHARMAN R. 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 

02/28/10 

$8,479.00 

0335 

ims 


ASSOSCIATE DEPUTY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
HUMAN RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 

04/26/09 

$8,075.00 

0335 

2007 


ASSOSCIATE DEPUTY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
HUMAN RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$10,565.00 

0413 

2006 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

03/04/07 

$7,399.00 

0143 

2005 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

1 1/27/05 

$7,183.00 

0143 

2004 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

12/28/04 

$7,028.00 

0143 

2009 

LANGSTON, ROBERT E. 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF SECURITY 
AND EMERGENCY PLANNING 

02/28/10 

$8,013.00 

0335 

2008 


DIRECTOR OFFICE OF SECURITY 
AND EMERGENCY PLANNING 

04/26/09 

$7,632.00 

0335 

2007 


DIRECTOR OFFICE OF SECURITY 
AND EMERGENCY PLANNING 

01/06/08 

$7,268.00 

0335 

2009 

PAYNE, JANIE L. 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION/CHCO 

02/28/10 

$12,101.00 

0333 

2005 

STECKLER, FREDERICK W. 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

12/28/04 

$7,125.00 

0143 

2009 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 
DfSE, GAIL B. OFFICER FOR SYSTEMS 

02/28/10 

$13,491.00 

0335 

2008 


ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR SYSTEMS 

04/26/09 

$11,242.00 

0335 

2007 


ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR SYSTEMS 

01/06/08 

$8,922.00 

0335 

2006 


ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR SYSTEMS 

03/04/07 

$7,219.00 

0143 

2004 

GIBBONS, DAVID M. 

ASSISTANT CFO FOR BUDGET 

12/28/04 

$14,560.00 

0143 

2007 

HILL, MICHAEL F. 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER 

01/06/08 

$20,160.00 

0335 

2008 

MARTIN, JAMES M. 

DEPUTY CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0335 

2007 


DEPUTY CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER 

01/06/08 

$19,341.00 

0333 

2007 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/07 

$34,440.00 

0143 

2006 


DEPUTY CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER 

03/04/07 

$9,210.00 

0143 

2005 


ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT 

11/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT 

12/28/04 

$7,028.00 

0143 
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ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 


2007 

MATIELLA, MARY S. 

OFFICER FOR ACCOUNTING 

ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 

01/06M 

$9,361.00 

0335 

2006 


OFFICER FOR ACCOUNTING 

ASSISTANT CHIEF FINANCIAL 

03/04/07 

$7,573.00 

0143 

2005 


OFFICER FOR ACCOUNTING 
ASSISTANT, CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR FINANCIAL 

i 1/27/05 

$7,353.00 

0143 

2009 

MURPHY, FRANK). 

MANAGEMENT 

ASSISTANT, CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR FINANCIAL 

02/28/10 

$11,391.00 

0335 

2008 


MANAGEMENT 

ASSISTANT, CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER FOR FINANCIAL 

04/26/09 

$6,653.00 

0335 

2007 


MANAGEMENT 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER FOR 

01/06/08 

$6,337.00 

0335 

2009 

NIGAM,NITA 

BUDGET 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER FOR 

02/28/10 

$7,982.00 

0335 

2008 


BUDGET 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER FOR 

04/26/09 

$7,982.00 

0335 

2007 


BUDGET 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER FOR 

01/06/08 

$20,811.00 

0335 

2006 


BUDGET 

DEPUTY CHIEF FINANCIAL 

03/04/07 

$6,709.00 

0143 

2004 

RITCHIE, DE 

OFFICER 

12/28/04 

$10,500.00 

0143 

2009 

SCARDINO, ANTHONY P. 

ASSISTANT CFO FOR BUDGET 

2/29/10 

$10,168.00 

0335 

2008 


ASSISTANT CFO FOR BUDGET 

04/26/09 

$12,670.00 

0335 

2007 


ASSISTANT CFO FOR BUDGET 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER FOR 

01/06/08 

$13,322.00 

0335 

2004 

TOMCHICK III, GEORGE). BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 

CHIEF ARCHITECT FOR 

12/28/04 

$6,567.00 

0143 

2009 

ALLEN, LYNN 

BUSINESS AND TECHNOLOGY 
CHIEF ARCHITECT FOR 

2/28/2010 

$14,160.00 

lOWCCR 

2008 


BUSINESS AND TECHNOLOGY 

04/26/09 

$8,610.00 

lOWCCR 

2004 

COCKRELL, CAROLYN H. 

CHIEF TECHNOLOGY OFFICER 
SENIOR ADVISOR FOR 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 

2004 

DEMER, TERESA A. 

ACQUISITION 

CHIEF ARCHITECT FOR 

12/28/04 

$7,028.00 

0143 

2005 

DORRIS, EDWARD). 

BUSINESS AND TECHNOLOGY 
CHIEF ARCHITECT FOR 

1 1/27/05 

$6,306.00 

0143 

2007 

HARRIS, WALTER S. 

BUSINESS AND TECHNOLOGY 

DEPUTY CHIEF INFORMATION 

01/06/08 

$8,189.00 

lOWCCR 

2009 

MILAZZO, JOSEPH M. 

OFFICER FOR IT OPERATIONS 

DEPUTY CHIEF INFORMATION 

02/28/10 

$9,950.00 

lOWCCR 

2008 


OFFICER FOR IT OPERATIONS 
DEPUTY CIO FOR CYBER 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY 

04/26/09 

$7,897.(K> 

lOWCCR 

2009 

GALBREATH, JUANITA 

INFORMATION 

DEPUTY CHIEF TECHNOLOGY 

02/28/10 

$8,557.00 

lOWCCR 

2007 

PAUL, BAJINDERN. 

OFFICER FOR IT OPERATIONS 

DEPUTY CHIEF TECHNOLOGY 

01/06/08 

$13,496.00 

lOWCCR 

2006 


OFFICER FOR IT OPERATIONS 

03/04/07 

$11,212.00 

0143 
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DEPUTY CHIEF TECHNOLOGY 


2005 


OFFICER FOR IT OPERATIONS 

11/27/05 

$6,674.00 

0143 

2007 

SCHLOSSER,LISAA. 

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 

01/06/08 

$20,160.00 

iOWCCR 

2006 


CHIEF INFORMATION OPHCER 

03/04/07 

$18,704.00 

0143 

2005 


CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 

1 1/27/05 

$] 5 , 000.00 

0143 

2009 

WILLIAMS, JERRY CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

iOWCCR 

2009 

BRYON,JEMINE 

CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFHCER 
DEPUTY CHIEF PROCUREMENT 

2/28/2010 

$15,930.00 

0335 

2007 

HANCOCK, ANNETTE E. 

OFFICER 

DEPUTY CHIEF PROCUREMENT 

01/06/08 

$14,757.00 

0335 

2006 


OFFICER 

03/04/07 

$7,027.00 

0143 

2007 

NEURAUTER, JOSEPH A. 

CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER 

01/06/08 

$17,440.00 

0335 

2006 


CHIEF PROCUREMENT OFFICER 
ASSOCIATE CHIEF 

PROCUREMENT OFFICER, 
ACQUISITION WORKLOAD, 
PLANNING, MANAGEMENT 

03/04/07 

$10,667.00 

0143 

2009 

WILLIAMSON, DAVID R. 

OVERSIGHT 

ASSOCIATE CHIEF 

PROCUREMENT OFFICER, 
ACQUISITION WORKLOAD, 
PLANNING, MANAGEMENT 

02/28/10 

$8,205.00 

0335 

2008 


OVERSIGHT 

ASSOCIATE CHIEF 

PROCUREMENT OFFICER, 
ACQUISITION WORKLOAD, 
PLANNING. MANAGEMENT 

04/26/09 

$7,814.00 

0335 

2007 


OVERSIGHT 

ASSOCIATE CHIEF 

PROCUREMENT OFFICER, 
ACQUISITION WORKLOAD, 
PLANNING, MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$1 1.907.00 

0335 

2006 


OVERSIGHT 

ASSOCIATE CHIEF 

PROCUREMENT OFFICER, 
ACQUISITION WORKLOAD, 
PLANNING, MANAGEMENT 

03/04/07 

$7,225.00 

0143 

2005 

OVERSIGHT 

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY P1ANNIN6 AND DEVELOPMENT 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR COMMUNITY 

11/27/05 

$7,225.00 

0143 

2009 

BREGON, NELSON R. 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR COMMUNITY 

02/28/10 

S15,930.(K) 

0333 

2008 


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0333 

2008 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 
GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR COMMUNITY 

09/30/08 

$34,440.00 

0333 

2007 


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR COMMUNITY 

01/06/08 

$20,160.00 

0333 

2006 


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR COMMUNITY 

03/04/07 

$16420.00 

0143 

2005 


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR COMMUNITY 

11/27/05 

$15,000.00 

0143 

2004 


PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2008 

BROUN, RICHARD H. 

COMMUNITY VIABILITIES 

06/04/09 

$10,000.00 

0338 
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2007 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
COMMUNITY VIABILITIES 

01/06/08 

$7,635.00 

0338 

2006 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
COMMUNITY VIABILITIES 

03/04/07 

$7,412.00 

0143 

2009 

EARGLE JR, WILLIAM H. 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

02/28/10 

$10,382.00 

0338 

2009 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/09 

$34,608.00 

0338 

2008 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

04/26/09 

$20,160.00 

0338 

2007 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

01/06/08 

$13,000.00 

0338 

2006 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

03/04/07 

$7,836.00 

0143 

2005 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

11/27/05 

$7,571.00 

0143 

2004 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

ENZEL, DAVID H. 

DIRECTOR. OFFICE OF 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE & 
MANAGEMENT 

02/28/10 

$8,610.00 

0338 

2008 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE & 
MANAGEMENT 

04/26/09 

$15,120.00 

0338 

2007 


DIRECTOR, OFHCEOF 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE & 
MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$16,339.00 

0338 

2009 

GIMONT, STANLEY 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BLOCK 
GRANT ASSISTANCE 

02/28/10 

$13,202.00 

0338 

2009 

HERBERT, RONALD J. 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 
MANAGEMENT 

02/28/10 

$15,498.00 

0338 

2008 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 
MANAGEMENT 

04/26/09 

$18,960.00 

0338 

2007 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 
MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$11,500.00 

0338 

2006 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 
MANAGEMENT 

03/04/07 

$7,056.00 

0143 

2009 

JOHNSTON, MARK 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAMS 

02/28/10 

$15,498.00 

0338 

2008 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAMS 

04/26/09 

$18.960.«) 

0338 

2007 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAMS 

01/06/08 

$14,537.00 

0338 

2007 

KENNEDY, RICHARD J. 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BLOCK 
GRANT ASSISTANCE 

01/06/08 

$11,500.00 

0338 

2006 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BLOCK 
GRANT ASSISTANCE 

03/04/07 

$7399.00 

0143 

2006 

KOLESAR, MARY A. 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

03/04/07 

$7399.00 

0143 

2009 

TAFFET, CLIFFORD D. 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
PROGRAMS 

02/28/10 

$14,805.00 

0338 

2008 


DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
PROGRAMS 

04/26/09 

$18,120.00 

0338 

2007 


DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
PROGRAMS 

01/06/08 

$10,000.00 

0338 

2009 

OFFICE OF DEPARTMENTAL EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL AND EQUAL 
BRADFORD, LINDA L. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

02/28/10 

$10,736.00 

0335 
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2008 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL AND EQUAL 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

01/06/08 

$10,222.00 

0335 

2007 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL AND EQUAL 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

03/04/07 

$12,283.00 

0143 

2009 

OFFICE OF DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS AND COORDINATION 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 
BANKS DUBOSE, INEZ G. AND COORDINATION 

2/28/2010 

$15,930.00 

0335 

2008 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

4/26/2009 

$20,664.00 

0335 

2008 

PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/08 

$34,440.00 

0335 

2007 

DIRECTOR, OFHCE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

01/06/08 

$19,824.00 

0335 

2006 

DIRECTOR, OFRCE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

03/04/07 

$12,407.00 

0143 

2005 

DIRECTOR, OFnCE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

11/27/05 

$12,000.00 

0143 

2004 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 

2004 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS & 
DAVIS, FRANK L. COORDINATION 

12/28/04 

$29,120.00 

0143 

2009 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 
SMITH, JOSEPH F. AND COORDINATION 

02/28/10 

$12,268.00 

0335 

2008 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

04/26/09 

$8,591.00 

0335 

2007 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

01/06/08 

$11,241.00 

0335 

2006 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS 

AND COORDINATION 

03/04/07 

$11,130.00 

0143 

2004 

OFFICE OF FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ENFORCEMENT AND 

GANT, JON L. PROGRAMS 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
GREENE, BRYAN SECRETARY FOR FHEO 

02/28/10 

$10,272.00 

0340 

2008 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR FHEO 

04/26/09 

$14,401.00 

0340 

2007 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ENFORCEMENT AND 
PROGRAMS 

01/06/08 

$9,143.00 

0340 

2007 

PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/07 

$30,477.00 

0143 

2006 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ENFORCEMENT AND 
PROGRAMS 

03/04/07 

$10,063.00 

0143 

2005 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ENFORCEMENT AND 
PROGRAMS 

n/27/05 

$7,500.(K> 

0143 

2004 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF POLICY & 
PROGRAM EVALUATIONS 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 
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GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 


2005 

MAY, FLOYD 0. 

SECRETARY FOR FHEO 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

11/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


SECRETARY FOR FHEO 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS & 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

NEWTON COLE, KAREN A. 

MANAGEMENT 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS & 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0340 

2008 


MANAGEMENT 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS* 

04/26/09 

$14,889.00 

0340 

2007 


MANAGEMENT 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS* 

01/06/08 

$9,453.00 

0340 

2006 


MANAGEMENT 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS* 

03/04/07 

$9,178.00 

0143 

2005 


MANAGEMENT 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR OPERATIONS* 

1 1/27/05 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2004 


MANAGEMENT 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF POLICY 
LEGLISLATIVE INITIATIVES & 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

WALSH, PAMELA J. 

OUTREACH 

DIRECTOR OFHCE OF POLICY 
LEGLISLATIVE INITIATIVES & 

02/28/10 

$9,246.00 

0340 

2008 

ZIEGLER RAGLAND, CHERYL 

OUTREACH 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR 

04/26/09 

$7,409.00 

0340 

2009 

L. 

ENFORCEMENT AND PROGRAMS 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR 

02/28/10 

$14,293.00 

0340 

2008 


ENFORCEMENT AND PROGRAMS 
GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

04/26/09 

$13,358.00 

0340 

2007 

SECRETARY 

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

01/06/08 

$8,481.00 

0340 

2009 

ACEVEDO, CAMILLE E. 

FOR LEGISLATION AND REGS 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0335 

2008 


FOR LEGISLATION AND REGS 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0335 

2007 


FOR LEGISLATION AND REGS 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

01/06/08 

$16,800.00 

0335 

2006 


FOR LEGISLATION AND REGS 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

2005 


FOR LEGISLATION AND REGS 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

11/27/05 

$15,000.00 

0143 

2004 


FOR LEGISLATION AND REGS 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2006 

CAREY, HARRY L. 

FOR FAIR HOUSING 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

03/04/07 

$7,571.00 

0143 

2005 


FOR FAIR HOUSING 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

U/27/05 

$8,736.00 

0143 

2009 

CHRISTOPHER, NANCY D. 

FOR LITIGATION 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

02/28/10 

$11,887.00 

0335 

2<X)8 


FOR LITIGATION 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

04/26/09 

$14,284.00 

0335 

2007 


FOR LITIGATION 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

01/06/08 

$14,973.00 

0335 

2006 


FOR LITIGATION 

03/04/07 

$7,268.00 

0143 
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2009 

CRUCIAN!, LINDA M. 

DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 
OPERATIONS 

02/28/10 

$14,537.00 

0335 

2008 


DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 
OPERATIONS 

04/26/09 

$17,782.00 

0335 

2009 

CZAUSKI, HENRY S. 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR OPERATIONS 
& COMPLIANCE 

02/28/10 

$7,937.00 

0335 

2008 


DEPUTY DIRECTOR OPERATIONS 
& COMPLIANCE 

04/26/09 

$9,071.00 

0335 

2007 


DEPUTY DIRECTOR OPERATIONS 
& COMPLIANCE 

01/06/08 

$7,339.00 

0335 

2005 


DEPUTY DIRECTOR OPERATIONS 
& COMPLIANCE 

11/27/05 

$7,125.00 

0143 

2009 

DALY, JOHN L 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FOR INSURED HOUSING 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0335 

2008 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FOR INSURED HOUSING 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0335 

2008 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/08 

$34,440.00 

0335 

2007 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FOR INSURED HOUSING 

01/06/08 

$16,800.00 

0335 

2006 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FOR INSURED HOUSING 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

2005 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FOR INSURED HOUSING 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FOR INSURED HOUSING 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

FRANKLIN, ESTELLE 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FAIR HOUSING 

02/28/10 

$9,518.00 

0335 

2008 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FAIR HOUSING 

04/26/09 

$9,065.00 

0335 

2009 

HEROLD, JOHN W. 

DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR HOUSING PROGRAMS 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0335 

2008 


DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR HOUSING PROGRAMS 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0335 

2007 


DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

FOR HOUSING PROGRAMS 

01/06/08 

$16,378.00 

0335 

2006 


ASSOCIATE GENEERAL 

COUNSEL FOR PROGRAM 
ENFORCEMENT 

03/04/07 

$7,874.00 

0143 

2005 


ASSOCIATE GENEERAL 

COUNSEL FOR PROGRAM 
ENFORCEMENT 

11/27/05 

$9,085.00 

0143 

2004 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/04 

$29,120.00 

0143 

2007 

HUTCHINSON, SAM E. 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

01/06/08 

$8,260.00 

0333 

2006 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCES 

03/04/07 

$12,477.00 

0143 

2005 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCES 

11/27/05 

$9,085.00 

0143 

2004 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR HUMAN RESOURCES 

12/28/04 

$7.280.(H) 

0143 

2006 

KENISON, ROBERT S. 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR ASSISTED HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

2005 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR ASSISTED HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

11/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR ASSISTED HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2004 

KENNEDY. JOHN P. 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FINANCIAL AND 

12/28/04 

$7,125.00 

0143 
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REGULATIONS 


ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR ASSISTED HOUSING AND 


2009 

LESTER, ELTON J. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR ASSISTED HOUSING AND 

02/28/10 

$13,520.00 

0335 

2008 


COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

04/26/09 

$14,215.00 

0335 

2009 

LINCOLN, PAULA A. 

FOR HUMAN RESOURCES 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

02/28/10 

$10,613.00 

0335 

2008 


FOR HUMAN RESOURCES 
DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENTAL 

04/26/09 

$14,038.00 

0335 

2006 

MAISONET, MARGARITA 

ENFORCEMENT 

DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENTAL 

03/04/07 

$10,237.00 

0143 

2005 


ENFORCEMENT 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSE 

1 1/27/05 

$8,196.00 

0143 

2009 

NARODE, DANA 

FOR PROGRAM ENFORCEMENT 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FINANCE AND REG 

02/28/10 

$9,290.00 

0335 

2009 

OPrrZ,JOHN P. 

COMPLIANCE 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FINANCE AND REG 

02/28/10 

$10,189.00 

0335 

2008 


COMPLIANCE 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FINANCE AND REG 

04/26/09 

$14,284.00 

0335 

2007 


COMPLIANCE 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
FOR FINANCE AND REG 

01/06/08 

$8,984.00 

0335 

2006 


COMPLIANCE 

DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

03/18/07 

$7,268.00 

0143 

2005 

WEIDENFELLER, GEORGE L. 

(OPERATIONS) 

GENERAL DEPUTY GENERAL 

11/27/05 

$7,371.00 

0143 

2004 


COUNSEL 

SENIOR COUNSEL (APPEALS, 
OFFICE DEPARTMENTAL EQUAL 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
ADVICE AND SPECIAL 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

WILSON, CAROLE W. 

PROJECTS) 

SENIOR COUNSEL (APPEALS, 
OFFICE DEPARTMENTAL EQUAL 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
ADVICE AND SPECIAL 

02/28/10 

$8,249.00 

0333 

2008 


PROJECTS) 

SENIOR COUNSEL (APPEALS, 
OFFICE DEPARTMENTAL EQUAL 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
ADVICE AND SPECIAL 

04/26/09 

$7,864.00 

0333 

2007 


PROJECTS) 

SENIOR COUNSEL (APPEALS, 
OFFICE DEPARTMENTAL EQUAL 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
ADVICE AND SPECIAL 

01/06/08 

$7,635.00 

0333 

2006 

PROJECTS) 

GOVERNMENTAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR 
MORTGAGE-BACKED 

03/04/07 

$7,412.00 

0143 

2007 

FOSTER, THEODORE B. 

SECURITIES 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR 
MORTGAGE-BACKED 

01/06/08 

$10,586.00 

0336 

2006 


SECURITIES 

03/04/07 

$9,081.00 

0143 
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2007 

FRENZ, MICHAEL 

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 

01/06/08 

$13,216.00 

0336 

2006 


EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 

03/04/07 

$14,889.00 

0143 

2005 


EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR 
MORTGAGE-BACKED 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2009 

LEDBETTER, STEPHEN 

SECURITIES 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

02/28/10 

$9,744.00 

0336 

2009 

NAJJUM JR, MICHAEL J. 

OFFICE OF FINANCE 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

02/28/10 

$8,850.00 

0336 

2008 


OFFICE OF FINANCE 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

04/26/09 

$17,220.00 

0336 

2007 


OFFICE OF FINANCE 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

01/06/08 

$13,101.00 

0336 

2006 


OFFICE OF FINANCE 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

03/04/07 

$12,720.00 

0143 

2005 


OFFICE OF FINANCE 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFHCE OF MANAGEMENT 

n/27/05 

$8,500.00 

0143 

2009 

OWENS, CHERYL W. 

OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

02/28/10 

$8,850.00 

0336 

2008 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

04/26/09 

$15,498.00 

0336 

2007 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

01/06/08 

$12,974.00 

0336 

2006 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

03/04/07 

$11,130.00 

0143 

2005 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

11/27/05 

$8,500.00 

0143 

2004 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM 

12/28/04 

$7280.00 

0143 

2009 

WEAKLAND, THOMAS R. 

OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM 

02/28/10 

$10,620.00 

0336 

2008 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM 

04/26/09 

$15,498.00 

0336 

2007 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM 

01/06/08 

$13,101.00 

0336 

2006 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM 

03/04/07 

$12,720.00 

0143 

2005 


OPERATIONS 

11/27/05 

$8,500.00 

0143 


OFFICE OF HEAITHY HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD CONTROL 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HEALTHY 
HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD 


2009 GANT, JON L. 

CONTROL 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HEALTHY 
HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0341 

2008 

CONTROL 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HEALTHY 
HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0341 

2007 

CONTROL 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HEALTHY 
HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD 

01/06/08 

$14,455.00 

0341 

2006 

CONTROL 

03/04/07 

$12,237.00 

0143 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR OFFICE OF 
HEALTHY HOMES AND LEAD 


2004 

SMITH, JOSEPH F. 

HAZARD CONTROL 

OFFICE OF HOUSING 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

CARLSON, MARILYN E. 

SENIOR FINANCIAL ADVISOR 

02/28/10 

$7,742.00 

0334 

2008 


SENIOR FINANCIAL ADVISOR 

04/26/09 

$7,516.00 

0334 

2007 


SENIOR FINANCIAL ADVISOR 

01/06/08 

$7,369.00 

0334 

2006 


SENIOR FINANCIAL ADVISOR 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

03/04/07 

$7,154.00 

0143 

2009 

CLEMMENSEN, CRAIG T. 

FOR OPERATIONS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

02/28/10 

$14,910.00 

0334 

2008 


FOR OPERATIONS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

04/26/09 

$13,935.00 

0334 

2007 


FOR OPERATIONS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

01/06/08 

$12,784.00 

0334 

2006 


FOR OPERATIONS 

ASSISTANT DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

03/04/07 

$11,033.00 

0143 

2009 

COCKRELL, CAROLYN H. 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ASSISTANT DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

02/28/10 

$8,454.00 

0334 

2008 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ASSISTANT DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

04/26/09 

$11,271.00 

0334 

2007 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ASSISTANT DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

01/06/08 

$10,735.00 

0334 

2006 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 

03/04/07 

$11,911.00 

0143 

2009 

COLE, KEITH 

DEPUTY COMPTROLLER 

02/28/10 

$7,906.00 

0334 

2008 


DEPUTY CONffTROLLER 

SENIOR ADVISOR FOR PROJECT 

04/26/09 

$10,344.00 

0334 

2007 


MANAGEMENT 

SENIOR ADVISOR FOR PROJECT 

01/06/08 

$7,037.00 

0334 

2006 


MANAGEMENT 

ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, FOR MULTIFAMILY 

03/04/07 

$8,198,00 

0143 

2005 

COOK, REBAG. 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, FOR MULTIFAMILY 

1 1/27/05 

$8,500.00 

0143 

2004 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

12/28/04 

$6,567.00 

0143 

2007 

DAVIS, FRANK L. 

SECRETARY FOR HOUSING 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

01/06/08 

$20,160.00 

0334 

2006 


SECRETARY FOR HOUSING 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

2005 


SECRETARY FOR HOUSING 
ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

H/27/05 

$15,000.00 

0143 

2009 

GOLRICK,JANETA. 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

02/28/10 

$15,843.00 

0334 

2008 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR MULTIFAMILY 

04/26/09 

$19,379.00 

0334 

2007 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 

01/06/08 

$17,779.00 

0334 


SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
HOUSING-FEDERAL HOUSING 


2006 HILL, MICHAEL F. 

COMMISSIONER 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

03/04/07 

$14,868.00 

0143 

2005 

FOR OPERATIONS 

11/27/05 

$15,000.00 

0143 
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2004 

2007 LEE, LILY A. 

2006 

2009 MARTIN, STEPHEN A. 

2008 

2007 
2006 

2005 MCCLOSKEY, JOSEPH 
2009 MURRAY, PHILLIP 

2009 RABIL JR, GEORGE J. 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2009 SPEARMON, WILLIE 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2009 SPRAKER, RONALD Y. 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2009 TOMCHICK III, GEORGE h 

2008 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

FOR OPERATIONS 

SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT 

MANAGEMENT 

SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT 

MANAGEMENT 

SPECIAL ADVISOR FOR PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT 

SPECIAL ADVISOR FOR PROJECT 

MANAGEMENT 

OFFICE DIRECTOR 

OFFICE DIRECTOR 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF SINGLE 

FAMILY ASSET MANAGEMENT 

AND DISPOSITION 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

FOR SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING 

HOUSING-FEDERAL HOUSING 

ADMINISTRATION 

COMPTROLLER 

HOUSING-FEDERAL HOUSING 

ADMINISTRATION 

COMPTROLLER 

HOUSING-FEDERAL HOUSING 

ADMINISTRATION 

COMPTROLLER 

HOUSING-FEDERAL HOUSING 

ADMINISTRATION 

COMPTROLLER 

DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND GRANT 
ADMINISTRATION 
DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND GRANT 
ADMINISTRATION 
DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND GRANT 
ADMINISTRATION 
DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND GRANT 
ADMINISTRATION 
DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND GRANT 
ADMINISTRATION 
DIRECTOR OFFICE OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND GRANT 
ADMINISTRATION 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCE AND BUDGET 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCE AND BUDGET 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCE AND BUDGET 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCE AND BUDGET 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCE AND BUDGET 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET 
& FINANCE 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET 
& FINANCE 


12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

01/06/08 

$1 1,760.00 

0334 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$10,297.00 

0334 

04/26/09 

$11,441.00 

0334 

01/06/08 

$7,783.00 

0334 

03/04/07 

$10,578.00 

0143 

U/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$7,897.00 

0334 

02/28/10 

$13,702.00 

0334 

04/26/09 

$16,760.00 

0334 

01/06/08 

$9,137.00 

0334 

03/04/07 

$10,138.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$8,481.00 

0334 

04/26/09 

$14,267.00 

0334 

01/06/08 

$7,549.00 

0334 

03/04/07 

$11,726.00 

0143 

11/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0333 

04/26/09 

$19,748.00 

0333 

01/06/08 

$18,117.00 

0333 

03/04/07 

$11,726.00 

0143 

11/27/05 

$10,000,00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$15,536.00 

0334 

04/26/09 

$19,004.00 

0334 
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2007 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET 
& FINANCE 

01/06/08 

$10,360.00 

0334 

2006 


DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET 
& FINANCE 

03/04/07 

$1 1,496.00 

0143 

2004 

YOUNG, MARGARET A. 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FINANCE AND BUDGET 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2007 

OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
BUNCE, HAROLD L. FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

01/06/08 

$16,520.00 

0339 

2005 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

1 1/27/05 

$12,000.00 

0143 

2004 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

12/28/04 

$10,192.00 

0143 

2005 

JONES. HARTLEY M. 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
POLICY, DEVELOPMENT & 
RESEARCH 

1 1/27/05 

$7,500.00 

0143 

2009 

PAO, JEAN L. 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR POLICY, 
DEVELOPMENT & RESEARCH 

02/28/10 

$15,010.00 

0333 

2008 


GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR POLICY, 
DEVELOPMENT & RESEARCH 

04/26/09 

$18,361.00 

0333 

2007 


GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR POLICY. 
DEVELOPMENTS RESEARCH 

01/06/08 

$12,870.00 

0333 

2009 

USOWSKI,KURTG. 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

02/28/10 

$13,862.00 

0339 

2008 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

04/26/09 

$10,268.00 

0339 

2005 

WILLIAMS, DARLENE F. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND 
RESEARCH 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR POLICY 
DEVELOPMENTS RESEARCH 

12/28/04 

$9,396.00 

0143 

2009 

OFFICE OF PU6UC AND INDIAN HOUSING 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR PUBLIC 

BLOM, DOMINIQUE G. HOUSING INVESTMENTS 

02/28/10 

$15,409.00 

0337 

2008 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING INVESTMENTS 

04/26/09 

$19/201.00 

0337 

2007 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING INVESTMENTS 

01/06/08 

$16,272.00 

0337 

2006 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING INVESTMENTS 

03/18/07 

$1 1,405.00 

0143 

2008 

BLUNT, PAULA O. 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC S 

INDIAN HOUSING 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0333 

2007 


GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC & 

INDIAN HOUSING 

01/06/08 

$20,160.00 

0333 

2006 


GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC &. 

INDIAN HOUSING 

03/04/07 

$16,520.00 

0143 

2005 


GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC & 

INDIAN HOUSING 

11/27/05 

$13,000.00 

0143 
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2004 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

09/30/04 

$29,120.00 

0143 

2009 

BOm RODGER J. 

FOR NATIVE AMERICANS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

02/28/10 

$9,409.00 

0337 

2008 


FOR NATIVE AMERICANS 

04/26/09 

$13,314.00 

0337 

2007 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

09/30/07 

$27,652.00 

0143 

2006 


FOR NATIVE AMERICANS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

03/04/07 

$6,7I2.<K) 

0143 

2005 


FOR NATIVE AMERICANS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

11/27/05 

$6,712.00 

0143 

2004 


FOR NATIVE AMERICANS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR THE REAL ESTATE 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 

2008 

HANSON, ELIZABETH A. 

ASSESSESSMENT CENTER 

4/26/2009 

$16,500.00 

0337 

2008 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR THE REAL ESTATE 

09/30/08 

$33,000.00 

0337 

2007 


ASSESSESSMENT CENTER 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR THE REAL ESTATE 

01/06/08 

$15,278.00 

0337 

2006 


ASSESSESSMENT CENTER 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR THE REAL ESTATE 

03/18/07 

$9,995.00 

. 0143 

2005 


ASSESSESSMENT CENTER 
DIRECTOR REAL ESTATE 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


ASSESSMENT CENTER 

GENERAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

12/28/04 

$6,712.00 

0143 

2009 

HERNANDEZ, DEBORAH A. 

SECRETARY FOR PIH 

02/28/10 

$10,232.00 

0333 

2009 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

mmm 

$34,108.00 

0337 

2008 


FOR FIELD OPERATIONS 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

04/26/09 

$19,307.00 

0337 

2007 


OPERATIONS 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

01/06/08 

$14,897.00 

0337 

2006 


OPERATIONS 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

03/04/07 

$9,745.00 

0143 

2005 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

11/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2009 

LAVOY, DONALD J. 

OPERATIONS 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

02/28/10 

$10,188.00 

0337 

2008 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

04/26/09 

$12,815.00 

0337 

2007 


OPERATIONS 

SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 

01/06/08 

$10,000.00 

0337 

2006 


OPERATIONS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY,FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING AND VOUCHER 

03/04/07 

$10,174.00 

0143 

2009 

OZDINEC, MILAN M. 

PROGRAMS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY,FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING AND VOUCHER 

02/28/10 

$8,850.00 

0337 

2008 


PROGRAMS 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0337 
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2008 PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWAEU> 9/30/2008 $34,440.00 0337 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY,FOR PUBLIC 
HOUSING AND VOUCHER 


2007 


PROGRAMS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY,FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING AND VOUCHER 

01/06/08 

$18,043.00 

0337 

2006 


PROGRAMS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY,FOR PUBLIC 

HOUSING AND VOUCHER 

03/04/07 

$13,922.00 

0143 

2005 


PROGRAMS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY, FOR PUBLIC 

n/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


HOUSING INVESTMENTS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR THE REAL ESTATE 

12/28/04 

$6,567.00 

0143 

2009 

REEVES, JAMES 

ASSESSESSMENT CENTER 
DIRECTOR FOR BUDGET AND 

02/28/10 

$7,685.<X) 

0337 

2009 

SCOTT, PAUL A. 

FINANCE 

DIRECTOR FOR BUDGET AND 

02/28/10 

$9,114.00 

0337 

2008 


FINANCE 

DIRECTOR FOR BUDGET AND 

04/26/09 

$14,331.00 

0337 

2007 


FINANCE 

ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC 

01/06/08 

$9,553.00 

0337 

2009 

VARGAS, DAVID A. 

HOUSING VOUCHER PROGRAMS 
ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC 

04/1 1/IO 

$8,850.00 

0337 

2008 


HOUSING VOUCHER PROGRAMS 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF HOUSING 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0337 

2007 


VOUCHER PROGRAMS 

01/06/08 

$19,446.00 

0337 

2006 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF HOUSING 

09/30/06 

$30,867.00 

0143 

2005 


VOUCHER PROGRAMS 

11/27/05 

$!0,000.(K} 

0143 

2004 


SENIOR ADVISOR 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

12/28/04 

$7,280.00 

0143 

2009 

BROWN, JEREONM. 

FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

02/28/10 

$10,232.00 

0333 

2008 


FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00 

0333 

2007 


FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

01/06/08 

$16,750.00 

0333 

2006 

FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

OFFICE OF FIELD POUCY AND MANAGEMENT 

03/04/07 

$I3,046.CK) 

0143 

2009 

BABERS, CLARENCE D. 

DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

02/28/10 

$15,930.00 

0335 

2008 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

04/26/09 

$20,664.00- 

0335 

2007 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

01/06/08 

$19,824.00 

0335 

2006 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

03/04/07 

$15,568.00 

0143 

2006 


PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARD 

09/30/06 

$31,136.00 

0143 

2005 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

2004 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

12/28/04 

$8,008.00 

0143 

2009 

BISHOP, BEVERLY E. 

DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

02/28/10 

$15,432.00 

0335 

2008 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

04/26/09 

$14,983.00 

0335 

2007 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

01/06/08 

$1939.00 

0335 

2006 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

03/04/07 

$15392.00 

0143 

2005 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 
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2004 

2009 CHAPLIN. JAMES T. 

2008 

2007 
2006 

2006 ENZEL, DAVID H. 

2005 

2005 LEE, LILY A. 

2004 

2009 SHELLEY, J NICHOLAS 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2009 WILLIAMS, DARLENE F. 
2009 ZIAYA, DAVID R. 

2008 


DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
SENIOR ADVISOR 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 
DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR 
SENIOR ADVISOR 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FPM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FPM 


12/28/04 

$8,298.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$8,241.00 

0335 

04/26/09 

$10,782.00 

0335 

01/06/08 

$7,198.00 

0335 

03/04/07 

$6,989.00 

0143 

03/04/07 

$12,449.00 

0143 

1 1/27/05 

$10,000.00 

0143 

11/27/05 

$11,000.00 

0143 

12/28/04 

$8,736.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$10,333.00 

0335 

04/26/09 

$14,558.00 

0335 

01/06/08 

$7,559.00 

0335 

03/04/07 

$7,339.00 

0143 

1 1/27/05 

$7,500.00 

0143 

02/28/10 

$8,850.00 

0335 

02/28/10 

$7,848.00 

0335 

04/26/09 

$10,268.00 

0335 


16. Please provide a list of all vacant positions at the Department, please indicate, which positions the 
Department anticipates fUling by the end of the year and where the Department is in Ae hiring process 
wiA each of these positions. 

Answer: Please see following chart. 
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Antlapated EOO 

Positton TMe, Series and Grade (September 30, 2010} ^atus 
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Anticipated EOD 


Position Title. Series and 6rade 

OPERATIONS 

(September 30,2010) 

Status 
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Anticipated EOO 

Portion Ti^, Senes and Grade (September 30, 2010) Status 

OCHCO 
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1 7. Please detail the steps the Department has taken to improve the hiring process. Please include the 
current number of days it takes the Department to take a position from announcement to bringing staff 
on board and the steps the Department is taking to reduce this timeline. 

Answer: The Department streamlined its hiring process by identifying hiring reform as a top priority for 
the agency and engaging top leadership as a strategic partner in the refomi process. HUD set the tone for 
hiring by designating an executive champion who communicated the importance of hiring reform 
throu^out the organization on a frequent and consistent basis. The agency also put together a “SWAT’ 
team consisting of all the major stakeholder who included HUD’s customers, aAninistrative staff, and 
Human Resources (HR) personnel. The SWAT team then mapped the current hiring process that 
identified the barriers to streamlining. Mapping the hiring process helped identify two major barriers: the 
time needed to obtain approval to recruit for a particular vacancy and the time it took to interview and 
select candidates. 

HUD also restructured parts of the hiring process to hold key stakeholders accountable. The goal was to 
make sure everyone underrtood that hiring is something we own as an agency collectively and not just a 
HR issue. For example, monthly operational meetings are held at the highest levels of the agency during 
which key executives are held accountable for sharing agency results. 

HUD streamlined contact betweat HR and hiring managers. Previously, most hiring officials had limited 
involvement in die development of recruitment tools and relied solely on their administrative staff. Now 
staffing specialists work directly with hiring managers and administrative staff in the program offices. 
Accordingly, hiring managers are held accountable for each hiring decision, which helps ensure the hiring 
pool contains candidates with die necessary skills for the position. Likewise, HR Specialists are held 
more accountable than in the past for their role in the recruitment process. 

As a result, HUD decreased its time to hire individuals from 1 39 days to 77 days. HUD is continuously 
working to decrease the time to hire even more by looking for belter technology to increase automation of 
ciwent manual processes. 


1 8. On average, what has been the time difference between retirement eligibility and retirement for the HUD 
workforce? Please provide the information for the previous four fiscal years. 

Answen Please see table below. 

Retirement Eligibility Projection for Fiscal Years 2006/2007/2008/2009 


Total HUD Workforce 

FY2006 

FY 2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

Retirement Early 

2031 

1995 

1916 

1833 

Retirement Optional 

1941 

2009 

2115 

2305 


NOTE; Projections for the previous 4 years on retiranent eligibility in related to actual 
retirements are not available. 

Actual Retirement for Fiscal Years 2006i'2007/2008/2009 


Total HUD Workforce 

FY2006 

FY2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

Actual Retirements 

469 

406 

394 

301 
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Housing Specialists & 

1101 Support 9/13 

Qualit}' Assurance Division 

Housing Specialists & 
llOi Support 9/13 

Real Estate Owned Division 

Housing Specialists & 

1101 Support 9/13 

Management/Program 
343 Analysts 12/13 


MULTIFAMILY 

IT/WEB Analysts 

301 Support 13 

501 Financial Analyst 13/14 

Housing Specialists & 

1101 Support 12/13 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES 

808 Architect 13 

501 Financial Analyst 14 

Account 

1101 Executive/Liaison 12/13 


4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 14.0 U40,500 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 12.0 1,063,200 


2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 

7.9 

700,000 

mum M 

40 

413.000 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

12.0 

1,113,000 


1.0 

112,200 


1.0 

122,400 

- 

2.0 

206,500 


1.0 

112,200 


1.0 

132,500 


3,0 

309,700 
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POSITION DESCRIPTIONS 
SINGLE FAMILY 

Operations and Customer Service Division 
MaBagement/Program Analyst, GS-343-12/13 

The responsibilities of the Management Analyst include a wide range of resource management and program 
analyses in support of the Homeownership’s programs, management policies and practices. The incumbent 
provides recommendations for improvements, implementation and evaluation of program activities to achieve 
goals and improve delivery of services. 

Processing and Underwriting Division 

Administrative Support/Clerk GS-303 -5/7 

The primary purpose of this position is to perform duties in the following areas: office automation, 
administrative support and coordination and program assistance. Other duties may involve responsibilities in 
direct support of the supervisor and which contribute to the effective operation of the Offices, including 
correspondence, control, time and attendance, scheduling of appointments, etc. 

Appraiser GS-1171 -11/12 

The incumbents may be responsible for: organizing, developing, and conducting periodic formal and informal 
training of Underwriters, approved appraiser and personnel from various trade organizations; Providing training 
and direction to less experienced staff in the Branch; Conducting detailed field reviews of selected appraisal 
reports received from appraisers and analyzing all the information submitted for accuracy, supportability and 
consistency, and to ensure that, in each case, the appraiser has properly allied the current principles, practices 
and techniques for appraising. 

Housing Specialists & Support, GS-1 101-1 1/13 

The incumbent is responsible for performing an array of tasks that require a basic understanding of 
architectural, engineering, enviromnental concerns to review the technical aspects of Single Family building 
construction, inspection, approvals, and reviews necessary to assure compliance with all HUD FHA law, 
regulations, handbooks, mortgagee letter instructions and directives. Determines acceptability of 
Condominiums and Planned Unit Developments (PUDs), provides technical support on consumer complaints 
on building constmction. Responsible for reviews of architectural and engineering requirements and all issues 
related to physical asset, which secures the insured loam Responds to mortgagees, lenders, builders, and 
consumers, local and state building officials and to the fee panel of inspectors and consultants. Read detailed 
architectural plans and specifications and reviews local building codes and inspection procedures for FHA use. 

Management/Program Analyst, GS-343-12/13 

The responsibilities of the Management Analyst include a wide range of resource management and program 
analyses in support of the Homeownership’s programs, management policies and practices. The incmnbent 
provides reconunendations for improvements, implementation and evaluation of program activities to achieve 
goals and improve delivery of services. 

Underwriter, GS-1101-11/13 

The incumbent performs duties that combine the basic duties of a Construction Analyst, Appraiser and 
Mortgage Loan Specialist as related to Single Family Mortgage insurance underwriting. The combination of 
duties enhances the staff to a level of difficulty that is higher than the equivalent private sector mortgage 
underwriter to effectively monitor and perform review of Direct Endorsement Lenders and Underwriters. The 
Underwriter is also responsible for performing as a Department representative and facilitator for this area of 
expertise. The incumbent is responsible for the oversight and review of both Direct Endorsement underwriting 
and contractor-performed underwriting. The incumbent reviews cases to determine problems with the 
underwriting process. 
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Program Support Division 

Housing Specialists and Support GS-1 101-9/13 

The incumbent is HUD’s advisor on aspects of the program administered by the Office of Single Family 
Housing. Travel extensively throughout the assigned area to develop and maintain liaison activities with 
Regional and Field Office Directors, contractors supporting Single Family Housing’s activities, client and 
customer. Housing partners, and others. The incumbent is responsible for making complex formal and 
informal presentations. The incumbent is also responsible for construction and appraisal complaint resolution; 
contract monitoring for Real Estate Owned (REO) property inspections, closing agents, appraisers and 
managements and marketing (M&M). 

Quality Assurance Division 

Housing Specialists and Support, GS-1 101-9/13 

The incumbent will serve as a HUD expert and advisor. Conducts on-site reviews of FHA approved lenders; 
determines lender compliance with Title 11 origination and servicing requirements. Fair Housing and Real 
Estate Settlement Procedures Act (RESPA). Evaluates complex and difficult problems. Performs reviews and 
analyzes reports ftom on-site reviews and/or compliance reviews and contacts other HUD offices, industry 
sources, local government offices and the general public in obtaining further information to support allegations 
of violations of FHA requirements contained in the review report. Determines if allegations of violations have 
been satisfactorily resolved. Represents the Department in negotiations with industry representatives when 
discussing alternatives necessary for compliance with program requirements. 

Real Estate Owned Division 

Housing Specialists and Support, GS-1101 9/13 

The incumbent assists in the direction of the application of policy/procedural instructions; including provision 
of FHA Handbooks, manuals and operations, mefiiods and procedures with the branch to conform to 
Departmental requirements and local real estate laws and practices. The incumbent also interprets policies, 
regulations and operating procedures to further the purpose of the National Housii^ Act of 1937. The 
incumbent also participates in or directs conferences or training of developers, appraisers, inspectors, architects, 
mortgagee personnel, state entities, non-profit organizations, counseling agencies, and various real estate 
organizations with regard to FHA requirements and procedures and to administering the Secretarial priorities. 

Management/Prograni Analysts, GS-343-12/13 

The responsibilities of the Management Analyst include a wide range of resource management and program 
analyses in support of the Homeownership’s programs, man^ement policies and practices. The incumbent 
provides recommendations for improvements, implementation and evaluation of program activities to achieve 
goals and improve delivery of services. 

MULTIFAMILY 

Multifamiiy is requesting four positions in support of the Department’s “Transforming Rental 
Assistance” (TRA) initiative. TRA will preserve public and assisted housing, enhance housing choice for 
residents, and increase administrative efficiency at all levels of program operations. For public and assisted 
housing owners, participation in the initiative will be voluntary and will involve conversion to an improved 
form of property-based rental assistance under section 8(oX13) of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937. Conversion 
contracts will include a resident mobility feature. HUD intends through the conversion process to assure the 
physical and financial sustainability of properties, including through the implementation of energy-efficiency 
measures. Residents of converted properties, should they opt to move, will have access to tenant-based rental 
assistance as it becomes available, without reducing the number of units with property-based assistance. TRA 
also will streamline and improve the delivery and oversight of rental assistance and increase the share of 
housing choice vouchers used in lower poverty communities. 
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ITAVeb Analyst, GS-301-I3 

IT/Web Analyst: The TRA project will require extensive systems integration between MF and PIH. It will 
require data migration and the ability to extract repotting and underwriting information. 

Financial Analyst, GS-SOl-13/14 

Financial Analyst: TRA will be adding public housing units to a Project Based Contract model and a Financial 
Analyst with experience in analyzing operating information and using asset management tools will be required. 

Housing Specialists and Support GS-1101 -12/13 

Housing Specialists will be core to underwriting the new public housing transactions (converting from a public 
housing model to a multifamily model and will need to be underwritten for debt sustainability and rehab, much 
like the work in OHAP. 





'inanciai Analyst 5 

'' t'^ !') Representatives 25 

ice of Special Needs Assistance 

>N AP Specialist 3 

ice of Special Needs Assisl'aiice 
ograess: flOPWA 

l>i:) Specialist (flOPWA) 2 

lilt Programs 

VlTordahie Mousing Specialist 2 

tnfs PrograiHs: Office of Block 
•jinl Assistance 

ananciai Management Analyst 3 
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Enyiromnent and Enei^ 

Supervisory Environmental 
Protection Specialist 

1 

14 

HQ 

(outstationed 
to field) 

129,410 

CPD Operations 

Management Analyst 

I 

11/12 

Headquarters 

76,834 

Program Analyst (TA) 

2 

11/12 

He^quarters 

153,669 

Fimd Allocation Analyst 

1 

11/12 

Headquarters 

76,834 

Budget Analyst 

1 

9/11 

Headquarters 

63,505 

Special Assistant 

1 

13/14 

Headquarters 

109,511 

Office of Economic Development 

CPD Specialist 

1 

9/11 

Headquarter 

63,505 


NOTES: 

• Overall, when comparing fiscal year 2004 (Pte Katrina, Ike, Rita, Housing/Economic Crisis, Recovery 
Act, HERA, and NSP) to fiscal year 2010, CPD's grant workload has increased by 89 percent, while 
CPD’s FTE staff (Headquarters, field, term, and perm) has been in a "steady-state.” 

• Specific location information regarding field staff is not available at this time due to an impending 
buyout and reengineering CPD’s workforce objectives. Once the buyout is finalized and CPD has 
completed its analysis, more detailed staffing location data will be available. 

• Salary and cost estimates are based on the Washington, Baltimore, Northern VA, DC, MD, VA, WV, 
and PA salary table from 0PM. Therefore, actual salary cost for the unspecified field locations may be 
less. 

POSITION DESCRIPTIONS 

CPD FIELD 

Director, GS-14/1S 

Responsible for the administration and management of all CPD programs within geographical jurisdiction of the 

Office. 
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Deputy Director, GS-14/15 

Responsible for the administration and management of all CPD programs within geographical jurisdiction of the 
Office. Also, responsible for the management of subordinate staff. 

Program Manager, GS-13/14 

Responsible for the supervision of program team. Providing services to local grantees, representatives, private 
and public sectors, including educational and financial institutions. 

Financial Analyst, GS-13/14 

Responsible for reviewing, monitoring, evaluating and providing technical advice and assistance on financial 
matters concerning CPD program awards and grantees, financial systems, and related documents. 

CPDRep,GS-09/ll 

Provides support and assistance to grantees in meeting their local community development, affordable housing, 
and homeless needs in a comprehensive, consolidated maimer. Also, assist grantees with meeting application 
submission requirements. 

SPECIAL NEEDS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (SNAPS) 

SNAP Specialist, GS-09/11 

Provides support to the SNAPS, which provides decent housing, suitable living environment, and expands 
economic opportunities for low- and moderate-income persons. 

SNAPS: HOUSING OPPORTliNfriES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS 
CPD Specialist (HOPWA), GS-09/11 

Provides support to the HOWA program, which provides affordable housing for persons with HfV/AIDS. 

GRANT PROGRAMS 

Afibrdable Housing Specialist, GS-09/11 

Responsible for the development of policies for the HOME, National Affordable Housing Trust Fund, Tax 
Credit Assistance Program (TCAP) Consolidated Plan and SHOP, 

Office of Block Grant Assistance 
CPD Specialist (OBGA), GS-09/11 

Provides funding to states, cities and counties to meet locally identified housing economic and community 
development needs. 

Financial Management Analyst, GS-11/12 

Develops and administers systems for controlling and monitoring the program and financial management 
aspects of CPD programs. 
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Analyst 2 

Office of the Chief Operating Officer 

Chief Operating Officer 1 

Deputy Chief Operating Officer 1 

Operations Analyst 1 

Immediate Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer** 

Analyst 2 


12/13 

Headquarters 

184,185 

ES 

Headquarters 

211,560 

15 

Headquarters 

184,500 

11/12 

Headquarters 

76,834 

11/13 

Headquarters 

184,185 


* Several of the new positions planned for the Office of the Secretary and Deputy Secretary consist of support 
staff currently either on official or unofficial detail from program areas. In order to be transparent, these 
positions are accounted for in the Departmental Management budget in fiseal year 1 1 . Because corresponding 
reductions were not taken from program area personnel compensation and benefits accounts, these have been 
included here as new positions. 

**FTE transferred from within OCFO. OCFO personnel compensation and benefits has been reduced by 2.0 
FTE to accomodate this shift. 

POSITION DESCRIPTIONS 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY/DEPUTY SECRETARY 
Special Assistant, GS-11/12 

Perform analysis to support policy and /or operations. 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 
Admin Specialist, GS-14 

Perform administrative and specialized projects to support Deputy Secretary and senior staff. 

Staff Assistant, GS-12 

Perform administrative functions to support Deputy Secretary senior staff. 

Staff Assistant, GS-11/12 

Perform specialized projects to support Deputy Secretary. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Staff Assistant, GS-11/12 

The three staff assistants assigned to the Office of the Secretary will be assigned to the following functions: 

• Perform admirristrative functions to support executive operations. 

• Perform administrative functions to support Executive Scheduling and Advance Operations team. 

• Perform administrative functions to support White House Liaison. 

Special Assistant, GS-11/12 

Perform analysis to support policy initiatives. 

Consultants, GS-14 

Support housing initiatives. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
Chief Operating Officer, ES 
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Organization 

FV2010 

Enacted 

FY 2011 Request 

2011V. 

2010 

I^artmentai Management (ED) 

156.1 

186.1 

30.0 

Oniee of the Chief Human Capital Officer 

615.4 

488.7 

(126.7) 

Office of Departmental Operations and Coordination 

88.7 

69.0 

(19.7) 

Office of Field Pidicy and Management 

383.0 

363.9 

(19.1) 

Office of the Chief Procurement Officer 

116.8 

109.3 

(7.5) 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

209.0 

195.6 

(13.4) 

Office of General Counsel 

655.5 

632.8 

(22.7) 

Office of Departmratal Equal Employment Oppty. 

25.7 

23.8 

(1.9) 

Office of Faitfa-Based and Community initiatives 

9.1 

10.0 

0.9 

Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities 

20.0 

23.0 

3.0 

Office of Strategic Planning and Mam^ement 

21.0 

36.0 

15.0 

Office of Disaster and Emergency Manag^ent 

- 

40.0 

40.0 

Office of Public and Indian Housing 

1540.7 

1556.5 

15.8 

Office of Community Planning and Deveiopraent 

801.9 

868.4 

66.5 

Office of Housing 

3203.7 

3323.6 

119.9 

Government National Mortgage Association 

78.2 

74.9 

(33) 

Office of Poli <7 Development and Research 

151.0 

170.0 

19.0 

Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity 

601.8 

566.5 

(353) 

Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control 

55.9 

54.6 

(13) 

Total 

8733.5 

8792.7 

59.2 


Programs 
with Staffing 
Changes with 
Request for 
Increase in FTE 
forFY 2011 
Budget 

Depaitmeata! 

Management - 
Based on the 
need for strt»ng 
ie^ership and 
their 

commitment to 
transparency, 

DM is proposing 
expanding the 
Office of the 
Secretary and 

Deputy Secretary with an increase of 30.0 FTE from fiscal year 2010. The expansion will allow the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary’s Offices to maintain a team of senior advisors who are experts in disaster recovery, the 
mortage markets, rental housing policy, and homeless policy. These advisors have been and will continite to 
help HUD maintain focus on its strategic goals. The increase of 30.0 FTE is incli^ive of external hires, and 
internal shitting of employees within DM. 


Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities (OSHC) - OSHC requests an increase of 3.0 FTE from 
fiscal year 2010. The increased FTE request will support the Livable Communities Act by creating competitive 
planning grants that regions and towns can use to create comprehensive long-term plans ^t integrate housing, 
laivi use, transportation, and economic development. 

Office off Strategic Planning and Management (OSPM) - OSPM requests an incroase of 15.0 FTE from 
fiscal year 2010. Of this, 5 FTE will be absorbed from OCHCO, as the grants management function transitions 
to OSPM, and 4.3 FTE for Recovery Act responsibilities. The increase of FTE will support the HUD strategic 
planning process as well as additional American Recovery and Reinvestment Act reporting and grants 
management responsibilities. 

Office of Disaster and Emei^ency Management (ODEM) - This is a newly proposed office, and will be 
responsible for risk assessment, training, readiness, monitoring, and execution of applicable emergency, 
response, and recovery pro^ams. Existing staff positions funded by CPD, FPM, and OCHCO will be 
reassigned to ODEM. Specifically, 6.0 FTE from CPD; lO.O FTE from FPM, and 14.0 FTE from OCHCO will 
be moving to ODEM. An additional 10 FTE is requested for the office to be folly operational for a total of 40.0 
FTE. 
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There are other items not included in the estimated cost above. Examples include: 


1 . Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment (FFAE) 

a. Desks, Chairs, Computers, Phone, Telecom etc. 

2 . Cost for the Leased Swing Space - This is required lease space for HUD to vacate the either a portion of 
the building or in its entirety, based on the preferred alternative, to allow for the modernization of the 
building to be completed. 

3. Cost for any above standard Tenant Improvement costs in the leased location that may not be covered in 
the leasehold interest. 

4. Cost for the relocation to and from the swing space and any intCTnal moves that need for the 
nuxfomization to take place. 

5. Cost for dedicated HUD oversight resources (FTE or contract - TBD) 

Rent Savings 

A key goal of the modernization is to consolidate all or most of HUD Headquarters employees into the Weaver 

Building. This will eliminate or dramatically reduce the need for space presently leased in four satellite offices. 

Based on fiscal year tease costs, elimination of these offices equates to about S 1 1 million in annual rent savings. 


Working Capital Fund (WCF) 

24. Please (novide a chart of all the IT Systems the Department supports. Please identify the program(s) 
they support, their WCF line of business, their purpose, their aimual maintenance costs and the total 
investment made by (he Departmem over the lifetime of the system. 

Answer: In July of 2005 HUD began the shift from funding individual investments to managing enterprise 
solutions that support common business functions. HUD consolidated investments by Lines of Business/ 
Business Functions to enable strategic sourcing and to streamline total lifecycle management. 

The execution of funds for all IT Investments is accounted for in HUD's (AMS FFS sourced) Central 
Accounting and Program System (HUDCAPS) utilizing HUDCAPS modules **Project Cost Accounting 
System” (PCAS) and “Cost Allocation” (CA). The PCAS and CA modules were implemented in fiscal year 
2000. The PCAS/CA is used to account ftH* individual investments direct and indirect costs. An investment 
may include more than one project or system. 

The attached document will provide you with a list of HUD IT investments that identify the program($) they 
support, their WCF line of business, their purpose (see list of investment descriptions), their annual 
maintenance costs (fiscal year 2009) and the total investment made by the Department over the lifetime of 
tfre system (2000-2009). 
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Audit Resolution and Corrective Action Tracking System (ARCATS) tracks and provides the status of ali 
ARCATS open 0!G and GAO findings^ materia] weaknesses, reportable conditions and recommendations (to be 
interfaced to the core system by FY08)- integrated in FY07 in Financial Management Line of Busir^ess. 
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CSFSS 


DAP 


HUD WCF iii¥estinent Descriptions 


jjiie Consolidated Single Family Statistical System (CSFSS) is a statistical management too! used to 
develop and modify FHA underwriting policy and advise 0MB and Congress it collects, archives, and 
manages reports on singie family operations, 


Development Application Processing (DAP) is an automated, integrated application that provides support 
to the undemoiting data entry and review processes and tracking functions for MF Hsg applications for 
FH/X insurance, ifiduding processing and tracking frorr? pre-application through closing 
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HUD WCF investment Descriptions 


EHRl 

Enterprise Human Resources Inteqration (EHRi) is an initiative designed to develop 
policies and tools to streamline and automate the electronic exchange of standardized 
HR data needed for the creation of an official employee record across the Executive 
Branch. The EHRI tool set and centra! data repository wilt provide comprehensive 
knowledge management workforce analysis, fofecastin.g, and reporting across the 
Executive Branch for the strategic management of human capital. 

EiV 

Enterprise income Verification' The EiV system has been designed to reduce the error rate in Public 
Housing subsidy determinations il compiles information that will facilitate the work of HUD’s business 
partners, the PHAs, through which it administers Public Housing programs. 

Exec Sec Legacy Sys 

Maint 

The initiative encompasses all technical support for the Executive Secretariat including support for the 
•Automated Correspondence Online Response Netvt'ork (ACORN) and the Correspondence Management 
System (CMS). 


3 
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HUDCiips 


HUDCLIPS is the Departmenf s web-baseci, fuH-text search and retrieva! system whidi contains HUD's 
current directives, forms, la-A'S. acts, Federai Register, Code of Federal Regulations, U.S Code, and many 
other types of documents. 


6 
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HUD WCF Inwestment Descriptions 


OPiiS 

On-Line Property Integrated information Suite (OF'ilS) makes annual financial statement and physical 
inspection data coitected by The Fteai Estate Assessment Center avaslaDie to Heaaquarters and held 
multifamily asset managers for use in monitoring the performance of HUD‘s 30.000 active properties 

Oversight and 
Monitohnq 

The Oversight and Monitoring function addresses the Federal Enterprise Architecture Controls and 
Oversight Knowledge Creation and Management and Public Affairs lines of business. 

PAS/LOGCS 

Program Accounting System (PAS) handles grant, subsidy, and loan program accounting records (to be 
replaced in FY07), Line of Credit Control System (LOCCS) controls payment disbursements (to be 
interfaced to the core system by FY08), This initiative is integrated in FY07 into the Financial Management 
Line of Business, 
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HUD WCF lii¥estment Descriptions 



8 







Smai! Purchase System (SPS) automatesS the simplified acpuisftion business process, including tracking, 
recording and document preparation for open market purchases/suppy orders of $100K or less under 
government-wide contracts. Replaced by H1AIV1S in FV'08. 
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contractors have remained consistent over the last 5 years. There has not been any major increase or 
decrease in those numbers. 


28. Please provide the Committee with a list of how many contract and civil service employees now work in 
each major location maintained by HUD. Please include a breakout by program area and location. 


Answer: Please see chart below. 


Headquarters 

HUD Federal Staff 

HUD Contractors 

OCHCO 

372 

98 

CPO 

67 

10 

CPD 

245 

0 

ODOC 

16 

0 

OGC 

240 

0 

OHHLHC 

50 

0 

PIH 

436 

175 

CFO 

167 

13 

OS 

43 

10 

CIR 

17 

0 

GNMA 

71 

0 

PD&R 

105 

12 

OCIO 

198 

60 

HOUSING 

777 

35 

FHEO 

112 

6 

ODEEO 

21 

0 

FPM 

22 

0 

OPA 

25 

0 

CFBCI 

10 

0 

OSPM 

9 

0 

OSHC 

5 

0 

Grand Total 

3008 

419 
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Region 1 

HUD Federal Staff 

HUD Contractors 

Boston, MA 

182 

2 

Bangor, ME 

4 

0 

Burlington, VT 

4 

0 

Hartford, CT 

63 

2 

Manchester, NH 

33 

1 

Providence, R1 

22 

2 

Total 

308 

7 

Region 2 

HUD Federal Staff 

HUD Contractors 

New York, NY 

299 

3 

Albany, NY 

55 

10 

Buaio,NY 

99 

0 

Camden, NJ 

3 

0 

Newark, NJ 

116 

1 

Syracuse, NY 

2 

0 

Total 

574 

14 

R^0tt3 

HUD Federal Staff 

HUD Contractors 

Philadelphia, PA 

337 

46 

Baltimore, MD 

114 

0 

Charleston, WV 

22 

0 

Pittsburgh, PA 

80 

0 

Richmond, VA 

89 

0 

Washington DC 
Field 

54 

0 

Wilmington, DE 

3 

0 

Total 

699 

46 

Region 4 

HUD Federal Staff 

HUD Contractors 

Atlanta, GA 

452 

31 

Birmingham, AL 

71 

0 

Columbia, SC 

72 

0 

Greensboro, NC 

96 

0 

Jackson, MS 

65 

I 

Jacksonville, FL 

105 

1 

Knoxville, TN 

50 

0 

Louisville, KY 

61 

0 

Memphis, TN 

26 

1 

Miami, FL 

91 

0 

Nashville, TN 

48 

0 

Orlando, FL 

14 

0 

San Juan, PR 

75 

0 

Tampa, FL 

27 

0 

Total 

1253 

34 
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ReponS 

Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Detroit, MI 
Flint, MI 
Grand Rapids, MI 
Indianapolis, IN 
Milwaukee, W1 
Minneapolis, MI 
Springfleld, IL 
Total 

Region 6 
Ft. Worth, TX 
Albuquerque, NM 
Baton Rouge, LA 
Dallas, TX 
Houston, TX 
Little Rock, AR 
Lubbock, TX 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 
Shreveport, LA 
Tulsa, OK 
Total 

Region? 

Kansas City, KS 
Kansas City, MO 
Des Moines, lA 
Omaha, NE 
St. Louis, MO 
Total 

Regions 
Denver, CO 
Billings, MT 
Casper, WY 
Fargo, ND 
Helena, MT 
Salt Lake City, UT 
Sioux Falls, SD 
Total 


HUD Federal Staff 

407 

14 

109 

97 

126 

3 

26 

72 

66 

82 

3 

lOOS 

HUD Federal Staff 

325 

35 

3 

7 

94 

50 

9 

88 

114 

78 

10 

20 

833 

HUD Federal Staff 

145 

35 

28 

38 

68 

314 

HUD Federal Staff 

337 

1 

2 

5 

6 
21 

5 

377 


HUD Contractors 

3 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4 

HUD Contractors 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

6 

HUD Contractors 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

HUD Contractors 

39 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39 
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Region 9 

San Francisco, CA 
Agana,GU 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Reno, NV 
Sacramento, CA 
San Diego, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Tucson, AZ 
Total 

Region 10 
Seattle, WA 
Anchorage, AK 
Boise, ID 
Portland, OR 
Spokane, WA 
Total 

Grand Totals 


HUD Federal Staff 

202 

1 

9 
30 
22 

222 

96 

6 

18 

7 
163 

6 

782 

HVD Federal Staff 

160 

39 

8 

54 

10 
271 

6416 


HUD Contractors 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

36 

0 

42 

HUD Contractors 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 
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Transformation Initiative (TI) 

29. In a tough budget year, how does the Department justify taking funding from programs that are sorely 
needed in this economy to contribute 1 percent of their costs to TI? 


Answer: The Transformation Initiative is about investing in the delivery of our programs so that we can 
increase the number of people we serve through our programs. In a time of tight budget resources, our 
focus is on doing more with less. The Transfonnation Initiative will fund investments that allow us to 
do just that For example, IT investments will atitomate processes and improve compliance with 
underwriting standards in FHA to reduce risk, enable better planning and budgeting around major 
programs such as TBRA, and reduce administrative costs in our financial management, human capital, 
and procurement processes. TA investments will streamline capacity building efforts across programs 
and improve our partners' ability to invest HUD funds in a smart, timely and cost effective manner. 
Research and Demonstration investments will enable us to identify programs that work and therefore 
should be considered for expansion, programs that need to be adjusted to increase effectiveness, and 
programs that don't work, all of which serve to increase the number of people we can serve in both the 
near and long-term. Without these critical investments, we will be unable to meet the growing demands 
for quality, affordable housing and strong, sustainable communities without investing significantly more 
money into what in many instances are programs in need of structural improvements. 

Further, it is worth noting that while the proposed Transformation Initiative Fund funding level would 
significantly increase the Department’s investment in critical research, technical assistance, and information 
technology, many of these investments were already being funded out of program accounts in prior years. As 
such, the in Fund does not, in its entirety, deprive programs of funds that otherwise would go directly towards 
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program activities. Rather, it represents a new funding mechanism for many of the activities that historically 
would have been funded through HUD’s program accounts anyway. For instance, in fiscal year 2009, 
approximately $ 1 10 million within HUD’s program accounts was either set aside for technical assistance, 
program demonstrations, and research initiatives or transferred to the Working Coital Fund for information 
technology activities. Thus, while the $433 million fi^al year 201 1 TI request represents a substantially greater 
investment in these activities (for reasons noted above), it does not represent a dolIar-for-doUar increase. 
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riH 

1. How many PHAs receive funds from the Family Setr-Sufficiency program? Howmany 
have received this support from FY 2005 through FY'20U')? 

Answer: As of June i i. 2010, there are 688 Public Housing .Agencies (PHA) receiving 
funding for Housing Choice V'oiicher (HCY') / Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program 
coordinators in calendar year 2010. This funding was provided under fiscal year 2000 
HUD appropriations. 


• FY 2005 - 580 

• FY 2006 6i7 

• FY 2007 -645 

• FY 2008 -638 

• FY200‘J-688 

' W i - 1 ^ I i 0 \ ^ V ‘ill . 1 ' II t , i" I, , , 1 ] 1 Cl I fit' 

mds for I ICYJ'TSS program coordinators under this funding cycle have not been awiarded, 

‘01 ill'll . ii ’ i , , i, I j 1 
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2. Please list the amounts expended each year for Tenant Protection Vouchers from FY 
2000 to FY 2010. 

Answer: Please see table below. 


Fiscal 

Year 

Tenant 

Protection 

Outlays 

2000 

249,582,556 

2001 

209,365,543 

2002 

218,653,487 

2003 

160,340,577 

2004 

203,908,066 

2005 

207,251,961 

2006 

229,226,930 

2007 

145,520,030 

2008 

124,481,735 

2009 

163,967,158 

2010 YTD 

111,948,377 

Total 

2,024,246,420 


3, How many vouchers have been leased in the Nonelderly Disabled Voucher program to 
date? 

Answer: Since fiscal year 2001 , the Department has awarded 54,597 vouchers targeted 
specifically for non-elderly disabled (NED) families. As of April 2010, 20,992 non-elderly 
disabled vouchers were identified as leased in the Voucher Management System (VMS). Of this 
total, 958 are from the fiscal year 2008 funding. However, PHAs may not be distmguishing 
these vouchers in VMS as non-elderly vouchers, as 561,003 non-elderly disabled families are 
currently receiving HCV assistance according to the Public and Indian Housing Information 
Center (PIC) system. HUD is working with PHAs to improve the actual classification of special 
purpose vouchers in VMS. 
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The Notice of Funding Availability for the 2009 NED voucher funding was published on April 7, 
2010 and applications are due My 7, 2010. 


4. How many vouchers have been leased in the VASH program to date? 

Answer: The total number of HUD-VASH vouchers leased as of April 2010 is 13,013. 
This includes a small percentage (7 percent) of vouchers that tumed-over as a result of 
participant attrition. Data reported above was not available to HUD until May 28, 2010. 
Also note that these totals are subject to historical corrections, with previously reported 
information changing over time as corrections are made. 


5. When were the VASH allocations given to PHAs for FY08 and FY09? 

Answer: Fiscal year 2008 funding awards were made on May 1, 2008. Fiscal year 2009 
funding awards were made by November 1, 2009. 


6. Please list each PHA that has received VASH vouchers since FY 2008, how many were 
received, and how many are leased at this point. 

Answer: The total number of HUD-VASH vouchers awarded in fiscal years 2008 and 
2009 is 20,440. As of April 2010, approximately 59 percent (12,1 10) of this total was 
under lease. A list of vouchers awarded and units leased by PHA and fiscal year is 
attached. 
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7. What is the Department’s rationale for not funding the VASH program in the FYl 1 
budget request? 


Answer: The fiscal year 2011 Budget Request proposes $2,055 billion for Homeless 
Assistance Grants (HAG), which is $190 million more than the fiscal year 2010 appropriated 
amount and $378 million more than fiscal year 2009. In addition to the HAG request, HUD is 
proposing a new $85 million demonstration initiative to provide voucher assistance to families 
and individuals who are homeless or at risk of homelessness in partnership with the Department 
of Health and Human Services and the Department of Education. These critical resources will be 
available to serve homeless veterans and their families. HUD’s focus on homeless veterans will 
also be carried out by incentivizing housing and services for this population through the 
Continuum of Care (CoC) program in 201 1, conducting outreach to new and existing homeless 
programs, ensuring that previously appropriated VASH vouchers are fully utilized, and 
partnering with the VA to design appropriate interventions and outreach for homeless veterans. 

HUD did not request additional VASH funding in order to concentrate its efforts and those 
of the participating VA medical centers and PHAs on fully utilizing the VASH vouchers 
previously made available through the fiscal years 2008, 2009 and 2010 Appropriations Acts. 


8. How does the Department justify its decision not to fund VASH vouchers at the same 
time that the Veterans Administration is vowing to end veteran homelessness in five 
years? 


Answer: While HUD-VASH is an important component of the plan to end homelessness 
among veterans in 5 years, it is not the only HUD or Veterans Administration (VA) program 
available to assist homeless veterans. For example, HUD’s fiscal year 2010 Continuum of Care 
Program has approximately $1.68 billion available to assist homeless individuals and families 
including homeless veterans. A recently published Continuum of Care Notice encouraged 
communities to use a portion of the available bonus funds to create new permanent housing to 
serve disabled veterans. In addition, the fiscal year 201 1 Budget Request proposes $2,055 
billion for Homeless Assistance Grants (HAG), which is $190 million more than the fiscal year 
2010 appropriated amount and $378 million more than fiscal year 2009. In addition to the HAG 
request, HUD is proposing a new $85 million demonstration initiative to provide voucher 
assistance to families and individuals who are homeless or at risk of homelessness in partnership 
with the Departments of Health and Human Services and Education. 

HUD’s focus on homeless veterans will also be carried out by incentivizing housing and 
services for this population through the Continuum of Care (CoC) program in 201 1, conducting 
outreach to new and existing homeless programs, and partnering with the VA to design 
appropriate interventions and outreach for homeless veterans. 

With respect to the VASH program, HUD and VA are focused on leasing all HUD-VASH 
vouchers funded through fiscal year 2010 and ensuring that veterans can maintain this housing 
over the long-term. The Department’s on-going efforts with VA medical centers and PHAs to 
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fully utilize fiscal years 2008, 2009 and 2010 HUD-VASH awards supports the goal to end 
veteran homelessness over the next 5 years. 


9, How many PHAs are currently at their authorized cap on vouchers? 


Answer: As of April 2010, there are currently 154 PHAs that are at 100 percent of their 
authorized cap. 


1 0. As of May 3 1 , 20 1 0, what is the balance of Net Restricted Assets held by PHAs? 


Answer: HUD is currently in the process of reconciling and validating the Net Restricted 
Assets (NRA) balances for all PHAs. While this validation process is expected to be complete 
for all PHAs by the end of the calendar year, most of this funding should be reconciled and 
validated by early September 2010. 

In the fiscal year 2011 Budget Request, HUD has requested authority to offset a PHA’s 
renewal allocations if a PHA NRA exceeds 6 percent of the PHA’s 201 1 calendar year budget 
authority prior to pro-ration. The Secretary would be required to reallocate funds from the offset 
to avoid or reduce a proration in renewal fiutding. If contract renewal funding is at 100 percent 
and there are funds remaining, the Secretary would have the discretion to reallocate fimds for 
other purposes. This authority would help promote better utilization of voucher funding and 
encourage PHAs to assist the maximum number of families possible within their budgetary 
limits. This effort is in support of HUD’s High Priority Performance Goal to meet the growing 
need for affordable housing by serving an estimated 5.46 million families, an increase of 207,000 
more families than in fiscal year 2009. 


11. The budget justification states that $528 million has been funded for incremental 

vouchers in 2008, 2009 and 2010. Please break out this funding by year and by program, 
along with the amount that has been obligated from each year, by program. 


Answer: See Attached 
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12. Please list the PHAs that would be subject to the net restricted asset offset, if the 
Department’s proposal to limit each PHA to 6% in reserves was implemented. 


Aiiswen The data is currently unavailable. As noted before, HUD is currently in 
the process of reconciling and validating the Net Restricted Asset balances for all PHAs. 
While this validation process is expected be complete for all PHAs by the end of the 
calendar year, most of this funding should be reconciled and validated by early September 
2010. 

1 3. The budget justification requests $99 million for the operating costs of recently 
“federalized” units within the Operating Fund. Please list the PHAs that have newly 
federalized units. 


Answer: The following PHAs have newly 
additional operating subsidy. 

Brockton Housing Authority (MA) 

Auburn Housing Authority (MA) 

Cambridge Housing Authority (MA) 

Falmouth Housing Authority (MA) 

Medford Housing Authority (MA) 

Worcester Housing Authority (MA) 

Housing Authority City of Torrington (CT) 

Housing Authority Town of Seymour (CT) 

Newton Housing Authority (MA) 

Springfield Housing Authority (MA) 

Wayland Housing Authority (MA) 

Danbury Housing Authority (CT) 

Naugatuck Housing Authority (CT) 

Vernon Housing Authority (CT) 


‘federalized’ units and will be eligible for 

Rome Housing Authority (NY) 
Brookline Housing Authority (MA) 
Fall River Housing Authority (MA) 
Gloucester Housing Authority (MA) 
Holyoke Housing Authority (MA) 
Lowell Housing Authority (MA) 
Malden Housing Authority (MA) 
Needham Hoieing Authority (MA) 
Somerville Housing Authority (MA) 
Taunton Housing Authority (MA) 
Utica Housing Authority (NY) 

East Hartford Housing Authority (CT) 
Norwalk Housing Authority (CT) 


Waterbury Housing Authority (CT) 
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Winchester Housing Authority (CT) Albany Housing Authority (NY) 

Glen Falls Housing Authority (NY) Plattsburgh Housing Authority (NY) 

NOTE: *Existing units in the New York City Housing Authority’s inventory that previously did 
not receive operating subsidy will begin to receive operating subsidy as part of the $99 million. 
The NYCHA units are not being ‘federalized,’ these units were already part of the Federal 
housing inventory. 


14. How many eligible HOPE VI grant applications were submitted for each of the last five 
fiscal years and how many were actually funded? 


Answer: Please see table below. 

• FY 2009 - 44 applied, 6 were funded 

• FY 2008 - 24 applied, 6 were funded 

• FY 2007 - 27 applied, 5 were funded 

• FY 2006 - 26 applied, 4 were funded 

• FY 2005 - 29 applied, 8 were ftinded 


15. How does the current HOPE VI program reward grantees that employ green building 
techniques in the design and construction of new facilities? 


Answer: The FY 2009 HOPE VI NOFA awarded grantees up to six (6) points for building 
green and energy efficient units. Following is language from the FY 2009 HOPE VI 
Revitalization NOFA which allows applicants to receive points if the rating criteria are met. 
Please note that green development is addressed in g(l) whereas g(2) and g(3) pertain to aspects 
of energy efBciency which are desirable. 

g. Green Development and Energy Efficiency Strategies -6 points. HUD is 
encouraging development that increases resource efficiency, reduces green house gas emissions 
and promotes healthy living environments for residents. Applicants may earn points under one 
of the following paragraphs, (1), (2), or (3), for a maximum of 6 points. Applicants must 
respond to the respective rating factor below in their narrative. Attachment 35 is available if 
applicants need space in addition to their narrative to respond to this rating factor. 

1 . Green Development (6 or 0 points). Applicants that certify and demonstrate that 
they will implement green development in their HOPE VI program, if funded, are 
eligible to receive 6 points for undertaking green development strategies. These 
points are available to applicants that certify that and describe how they will 
fulfill the requirements of one of several recognized green rating programs, 
including: Enterprise Green Communities Criteria; the National Association of 
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Home Builders (NAHB) Green Building Guidelines; Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) for Homes (for single family) or LEED New 
Construction (for multifamily); or Earthcraft in the design and construction of 
their project. For green programs that require third-party certification, the 
applicant, if funded, must provide evidence of such certification after construction 
of the units. For green programs that require self-certification, the applicant, if 
funded, must provide evidence of self-certification, such as the Enterprise Green 
Communities Checklist. In order to earn the 6 points, applicants must describe 
and certify to their plan to implement green development in their HOPE VI 
program, if funded, in the narrative of their application. You will receive zero 
points if your application does not demonstrate these criteria, or if your 
application does not include sufficient information to be able to evaluate this 
factor. 

2. Energy Star for New Homes Design Standards (3 or 0 points). If applicants are 
not able to coimnit to Green Development as described in (1) above, they may 
still earn points as follows. Applicants that describe a plan to use Energy Star for 
New Homes design standards including Energy Star Appliances in the 
construction of their units and commit to certification by an independent Home 
Energy Rater upon completion as outlined at www.energvstat.gov/homes will 
receive 3 points. You will receive zero points if your application does not 
demonstrate these criteria, or if your application does not include sufficient 
information to be able to evaluate this factor. 

3. Energy Star Products and Appliances (lor 0 points). If applicants are not able to 
commit to Green Development or Energy Star for New Homes Design Standards 
as described in (1) and (2) above, they may still earn 1 point as follows. 
Applicants that describe a plan to use only Energy Star qualified products and 
appliances will receive 1 point. You will receive zero points if your application 
does not demonstrate this criteria, or if your application does not include 
sufficient information to be able to evaluate this factor.” 

From fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2008, HOPE VI grantees were awarded one point 
on their HOPE VI application if they demonstrated that they would: (a) Use Energy Star-labeled 
products; (b) Promote Energy Star design of replacement units; and (c) Include Energy Star in 
homeownership counseling. 


16. What is the average time it takes to complete a HOPE VI project? 

Answer: Since the beginning of the HOPE VI program in 1 993, the average time to 
complete a HOPE VI grant is 7.8 years. Since 2002, the Appropriations Act has mandated 
that the HOPE VI grant awards for fiscal years 2002 throu^ 2009 be spent within 5 fiscal 
years from the date of the award. 
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17. What, specifically, is HUD doing to promote and expand the use of the Capital Fund 
Financing Program by PHAs? 


Answer: HUD has taken several steps to expand the use of the Capital Fund Financing 
Program (CFFP). HUD has submitted the final CFFP rule to OMB. In order to promote and 
expand the use of the CFFP, the rule Incorporates signiicant streamlining to the CFFP, which 
will make it simpler and more cost effective for PHAs to undertake CFFPs. HUD’s streamlining 
efforts, among other things, are targeted at small PHAs. 

HUD also speaks at various industry group conferences, and either has or is scheduled to 
speak at six such conferences in 2010. In the past, HUD also sponsored a series of enormously 
successful conferences entitled Maximizing Leverage. The Maximizing Leverage conferences 
promoted the use of the CFFP as well as LIHTCs. One such conference, held in 2007, directly 
resulted in the largest LIHTC transaction in the history of the LIHTC program, raising over $200 
million in equity for Puerto Rico’s public housing portfolio, impacting over 2,000 public housing 
units. It is noteworthy that this transaction closed in 2008 during the heart of the financial crisis, 
resulting in a tremendous stimulus for the economy in Puerto Rico. 

The CFFP stands to be negatively impacted by restraints being considered on Fannie Mae’s 
loan programs by its regulator, the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA). To the extent that 
restraints are imposed, Fannie Mae’s future participation in the CFFP could be been called into 
question. Fannie Mae is the primary lender in the CFFP, and in fiscal year 2009, provided 100 
percent of the financing approved through the CFFP. Depending upon the outcome of any 
restraints imposed, the CFFP could be impacted in several ways. It could cause several 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act grants to be recaptured, as they are dependent upon 
Fannie Mae financing to provide gap funding. It could cause approximately 14 mixed finance 
transactions in pre-development, to either collapse or need to be restructured. It could curtail 
future leverage of Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) by PHAs (a practice HUD had 
been encour^ing via its Maximizing Leverage series) and make them more difficult, and 
therefore less likely. It could cause HUD’s Replacement Housing Factor (RHF) program to be 
much more difficult for PHAs to implement, and therefore delay and reduce the development of 
replacement public housing units. It could make HUD less able to meet its High Priority 
Performance Goals related to energy improvements (#4) and reducing vacancies (#2). 


CPD 

18. The budget request includes a $20 million research and evaluation effort under the 
Sustainable Communities Initiative. Please list the amount that will be contributed by 
DOT and EPA for this research and evaluation effort. 


Answer: HUD did not intend to request $20 million for research and evaluation in FY 
2011. This was an error in one section of the President’s budget proposal; however, the 
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proposed appropriation language in the budget justification is correct and request $10 million, 
the same as in FY 2010. HUD, DOT and EPA are collaborating on research topics, including 
determining scopes of work and objectives, key stakeholders and partners, etc. However, to 
date, the funding in this joint effort is being provided by HUD alone. 

19. Why was $95,121 million rescinded from the Homeless Assistance Grants program? 
Were these funds re-competed in the next year’s competition? 

Answer: In fiscal year 2009, $95.1 million was recaptured, not rescinded, from Homeless 
Assistance Program Grants that had reached their program expiration, to be utilized in the 
next competition. Approximately 85 percent of the recaptured funds are to be applied to 
future homeless grants, 1 1 percent for amendments and the remaining 4 percent 
for technical assistance. 

20. Please provide a chart that shows the net decline in the number of chronically homeless 
individuals in the U.S. from the year 2001 to the present. 

Answer: HUD has data on chronically homeless only dating back to 2005, the first year 
this data was required to be submitted. 
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2 1 . Please provide a chart of funding for die National Homeless Data Analysis Project since 
inception to present. 

Answer: Please see taWe below. 


Homeless Data 
Analysis 
Appropriation 

Amount 

FY2010 

$6,000,000 

FY2009 

$1,500,000 

FY2008 

$2,800,000 

FY2007 

$3,500,«)0 

FY2006 

$1,757,250 

FY2005 

$2,281,600 

FY2004 

$3,976,400 

FY2003 

$10,928,500 

FY2002 

$2,000,000 

FY2001 

NA 


22. What is the status of funds appropriated in the FYIO Appropriations Act for the Rural 
Innovation Fund? 

Answer: In its 2010 budget submission for the Rural Innovation Fund, the Department 
said that it wanted to work with USDA and other agencies and groups to better 
understand the needs in rurd areas and the focus of other programs. We have held 
meetings with USDA and EDA as well as witfr rural interest groups. We are developing 
a NOFA that is taking into consideration the many diverse ideas that we have received as 
well as considering the likely impact of various policy options. The Department expects 
to move forward with Notice of Funding Availability in the next several months to solicit 
applications. Fimds will be obligated after the NOFA competition is complete and 
awards are made. 

23. Please provide a chart of the number of applications received and awarded each year 
from 2000 to present for the Brownfields Redevelopment Program. 


Answer: See chart below. 




2009 


24. Provide a chart that .shows the dale of enactment of the FY08. FY09. and FYIO 

.Yppropriations Acts and the date that the N(.SFAs were piibli.shed for SHOP and Section 
4 fiincls each year. 

■Answer: Please see the enactment dates for the fiscal years 2008. 2009 and 2010 HOD 
.•\pprof>ritit.ion,s Acts and publication dates for the SHOP a.od Section 4 N'OF.As. 
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FY2009 



Enactment 

March 11,2009 

Mareh 11,2009 

Publication 

July 13,2009 

June 22, 2009 

FY2010 



Enactment 

December 16, 2009 

December 16, 2009 

Publication 

Pending 

Pendmg 


25. What is HUD’s rationale for ignoring the direction in the FY09 smd FYIO reports to issue 
a NOFA for SHOP and Section 4 funds within 60 days of enactment of the Act? 

Answer: Every effort was made to adhere to Ae direction, however, there are a number of 
points to be made in regard to issuing die NOFA within 60 days. 

60 days is an unrealistic period of time within which to develop a NOFA, clear it through 
Ae Department (approximately forty NOFAs are being developed and m Ae approval process at 
Ae same time, along wiA various oAer program rules and notices), and Aen have OMB review 
and approve it. OMB alone allows itself up to ninety days to review an incoming NOFA, rule or 
notice. 

Every effort was made to adhere to Ae report directions for Ae Section 4 NOFAs for boA 
2009 and 2010. BoA were prepared and submitted for departmental clearance within Ae 60 days 
specified in Ae report. However, in a desire to be boA Aorou^ and responsive, Ae mtemal and 
OMB review processes require a longer time frame than Ae allotted 60 days and HUD was not 
able to publish as quickly as HUD was directed to publish its NOFAs in Ae fiscal year 2009 and 
fiscal year 2010 reports. In adAtion, Ae Department is reviewing how Ae overall NOFA process 
may be expedited. 

26. The FY 1 1 budget proposes zero ftuiding for Ac Rural Housing and Economic 
Development (RHED) program and zero funding the Rural Innovation Fund. What is Ae 
rationale behind this proposed eliminatimi of funds? 

Answer: Fiscal year 201 1 has posed difficult budget choices. HUD concluded that Ae needs of 
America’s rural communities are best served through Ae state Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBO) progam, Ae HOME program, and Ae portfolio of rural housing and economic 
development programs at USDA which greatly exceeds RHED m terms of propams aid 
services provided to rural areas. HUD will continue to emphasize Ae housing needs of rural 
areas. The fiscal year 2010 appropriation had increased non-entitlement CDBG funds by $139 
million which serves rural areas and Ae fiscal year 201 1 request continues Aat levei of fiindmg. 
HUD’s fiscal year 201 1 budget request also includes funding for a new Rural Housing SAbility 
component of Ae Homeless program. 
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Housing 

27. An increase of $39 million is proposed for Policy Development and Research, $32 
million of which is for government-wide proposals. Please indicate whether other 
Federal departments are contributing equivalent percentages of their research budgets for 
Administration-wide ideas. 

Answer: The President’s Budget Request for fiscal year 201 1 includes a $39 million increase 
for HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R) research account. This 
increase includes $7 million for critical improvements to the American Housing Survey and 
academic research support (doctoral and post-doctoral). The increase also includes $32 
million that fits into two broad govemmentwide areas for improved evidence based policy- 
making; 1) research and development; and 2) program evaluations. 

While much of PD&R’ s request for an increase fits within these broad categories, it is vital 
to note that all of these funds would be directly applied to evaluating HUD programs and 
research on issues of safe, affordable and energy efficient housing. 

Under the category of “Research and Development” ($25 million), PD&R would focus 
resources on two key areas: A) innovative building technologies to promote more efficient 
products and processes; and B) health issues related to the built environment. In the first of these 
areas, building technology, PD&R would fund development of technologies that increase the 
marketwide efficiency of building construction processes and building perfoimance focusing on 
energy efficiency, durability, affordability and safety, and help to develop and disseminate 
common industrywide standards. PD&R has traditionally played a strong role in working with 
private industry and other partners on building technology iimovation and is seeking to renew 
this involvement in a key area of the nation’s economy. Under the second area, health and the 
built environment, PD&R will focus on significant hedth risks caused by, and the real costs of 
poor indoor air quality (including various types of contaminants) and ventilation standards that 
are protective of health while simultaneously mitigating energy costs. 

Under the category of “Program Evaluation” ($7 million), PD&R will conduct evaluations 
of the Family Self-Sufficiency program and the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative and a 
Demonstration of Rent Reform options for public and HUD-assisted housing programs. 

Other Federal Agencies 

As you note, other agencies are also participating in the Administrationwide renewed focus 
on research to provide empirical evidence needed for sound policy and decision making. 

Under the category of Research and Development, there is a total of $ 147.7 billion 
proposed on a govemmentwide basis. This includes, for example, a $1 billion increase in NIH 
funding; $286 million Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality; $590 million in VA medical 
research. It should be noted that PD&R’s combined research budget is extremely small 
compared to those of other Federal agencies. Further information on the R&D budgets of other 
Federal agencies is included in the Analytical Perspectives volume of the Administration’s fiscal 
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year 2011 Budget. (See http ://www. whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fv2011/assets/topics.Ddf . see 
Chapter 21 : Research and Development) 

Under the category of “Program Evaluation,” 17 different federal agencies have proposed 
$100 million for 23 proposed in-depth evaluations within their own program areas. The foil list 
of these evaluations is also provided in the Analytic Perspectives volume and can be accessed at 
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fv2011/assets/management.pdf (see Chapter 8, “Program 
Evaluation”). 

28. What is the rationale for this large increase in the PD&R budget, when the Department is 
also requesting research and demonstration proposals and funding in the Transformation 
Initiative? 

Answen For fiscal year 2011, PD&R is requesting $87 million. Compared with the fiscal year 
20 1 0 Research and Technology (R&T) appropriation, this represents an increase of $39 

million. This $39 million represents 3 distinct items: 

• $25 million for Research and Development; 

• $7 million for the Strengthening Program Evaluation initiative; and 

• $7 million for core PD&R data and dissemination activities. 

The first two items represent commitments associated with Presidential initiatives, the first being 
one on national goals for research and development and the second being one to advance 
program evaluation. HUD, through PD&R, was fortunate to receive support for its proposals to 
advance these key efforts. Thus, the net new addition for core activities is $7 million. 

PD&R seeks the requested increase in the Research and Technology funds as part of the effort to 
restore funding that was severely cut in past years. The 2008 national Academy of Science 
(NAS) report titled “Rebuilding the Research Capacity” states: 

“Despite its important accomplishments, PD&R’s resources have significantly eroded 
over the past decade, and its capacity to perform effectively is deteriorating. Fundii^ for data 
collection and research has been particularly curtailed. Current budget levels make it infeasible 
to launch large scale research initiatives or rigorous program evaluations. With limited financial 
and human resources, PD&R cannot achieve its potential, leaving policy makers and the public 
uninformed or misinformed about critical policy questions. There was a dramatic decline in 
funding for external research during the years between 1999 and 2007. In 2007, the total amount 
of funds obligated for non-PATH external research was one-third of what it had been in 1999. 
For a Department that spends $36 billion of taxpayer money each year on a variety of housing 
and community development programs, there is virtually no money available to the one quasi- 
independent office in the agency charged with evaluating how these programs funds are spent, 
assessing their impact, and researching ways to make programs more effective and efficient. 
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Regarding the additional funds for the core PD&R data and dissemination activities, the majority 
will be used to continue expanding the scope and quality of our housing surveys, such as the 
American Housing Survey. The recent housing crisis has placed renewed focus on the 
importance of complete and accurate data, and these augmented surveys would provide new vital 
market information that can help provide answers to important questions that can lead to 
effective policies. Another portion of the new funds will be used to continue the process of 
upgrading our research dissemination capabilities, including the HUDUSER website, which will 
help increase the usefulness of HUD data and research for community groups, policy makers, 
researchers, and practitioners. We also intend to continue funding of the doctoral dissertation 
and create a new Young Scholars program, both of which we hope will help produce a new 
generation of housing experts that can help improve our understanding of housing and urban 
development markets and produce policies that create effective change. 

This request represents a departure from the recent past, when appropriations were not sufficient 
to fully fund the housing surveys and conduct key research. The Transformation Initiative, as 
enacted in fiscal year 2010, provided a devoted funding source for research and demonstrations. 
The requested funds in R&T provide much needed funds to continue the restoration of the 
housing surveys and provision of survey enhancements. Also included in the fiscal year 201 1 
request is funding to complete the survey in New Orleans which was initiated in fiscal year 2009. 

29. What, exactly, is the role of the Field Economists requested in the PD&R budget? 

Answer: The field economists play a vital role in helping advance the mission and priorities 
of the Department. They provide HUD leaders with critical intelligence on local economic 
and housing market trends, detailed recommendations for HUD program applications and 
advice on the allocation of Departmental resources. 

The economists in each field office are responsible for closely tracking the local economies 
in their region. With the information they gather, the economists inform and advise the 
department’s leadership as they consider policy choices, engage with local constituencies at 
conferences and smaller meetings, and seek deeper understanding of economic dynamics in the 
marketplace. Importantly, this support is offered departmentwide and reaches beyond the 
activities of the Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R). For example, field 
economist products are routinely used by Regional Administrators to help improve their 
effectiveness. In addition, field economists have been key participants in HUD’s efforts around 
the use of and reporting on the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds. Moreover, the 
Administration’s emphasis on place-based approaches to policy heightens the importance of 
having knowledgeable “feet on the ground” to support efforts to craft, execute, and evaluate 
policy. 

The field economists’ work products that are published on PD&R’s Internet site, including 
comprehensive housing market analyses, quarterly regional and local spotlight reports, are 
widely read and reviewed by all manner of citizens, developers, local governments, and 
community-based organizations and are among the most frequently accessed documents on the 
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HUD User Web site. The increase in Field Economist staffing will allow HUD to oflfer mote of 
these products to improve nationwide coverage. 

The field economists also offer independent support to HUD’s FHA multifamily insurance 
programs. They provide an independent review of local demand and supply conditions, which is 
used to help control credit (default) risk in the FHA’s multifamily portfolio. Often, developers 
of rental housing will seek FHA insured financing in local markets when existing rental unit 
supply plus units in the construction pipeline approaches or exceeds the market’s demand 
potential. HUD’s field economists have developed expertise in identifying when local markets 
reach this saturation point, and thus can help prevent overbuilding and excessive government 
exposure to risk and losses. Last year, the field economists reviewed nearly 400 applications 
valued at over $8.6 billion. 

Field economists also provide technical and analytical support to the program offices for a 
number of the Department’s strategic goals, including the Regional and Field Office 
management plans. 

The reduction in field economist presence in past years has resulted in a reduction in the 
level of support offered to program areas. With the additional staff, the field economists will 
resume reviewing purchase and refinance ^plications under the Section 223(f), Section 223(a) 
and FHA risk-sharing programs, as well as section 811 applications. 

Finally, as HUD moves to integrate programs across program lines, analytical support by 
the field economists to PD&R in headquarters and the local offices will become increasingly 
important. Similarly their role as a resource for local governments, community-based 
organizations, and the public at large is expected to grow. 


30. Why has the non-career position of Administrator of the Manufactured Housing Program 
been vacant for more than 5 years? 

Answer: During the period you cite, there has been considerable and repeated change in 
the policy leadership of the Department including three different Secretaries along with 
three different Office of Housing assistant secretaries. The current axlministration is 
currently engaged in a comprehensive review of all its functions and activities as part of 
the recently adopted strategic plan, the on-going Transformation Initiative, and the 
forthcoming fiscal year 2012 budget development, and consideration of further personnel 
decisions in critical roles such as this will certainly be included in our deliberations. 

31. When is HUD going to publish and implement the final FHA Title 1 program regulation 
(and related lender handbook) to implement the Title I improvements required under 
HERA? Why has the rule not been published? 

Answer: FHA is working with its Office of General Counsel to codify the regulations 
implementing the revised program in Title I Letter, TI-481, issued April 14, 2009, along 
with 1 3 Appendices. The revised program became effective with loan applications dated 
June 1, 2009, and FHA has seen an approximate 30% increase in Title I MH loan volume 
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since that time. Title I Letter, TI-484, issued June 2, 2010, provided clarifying language 
related to the incontestability clause, which allowed GNMA to lift their moratorium on 
new issuers. 

32. What is the status of the final rule to implanent the "duty to serve underserved markets," 
specifically including manufactured housing, imposed on the Government Sponsored 
Enteiprises (GSEs) as part of HERA? What is HUD’s plan for issuing comments and the 
rule? 

Answer: Affordable housing goals for GSEs are now a responsibility of the Federal 
Housing Finance Agency (FHFA), and no longer administered by HUD. 

33. From what account was the National Fair Housing Training Academy funded? 

Answen The National Fair Housing Training Academy is funded from the Fair Housing 
and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), Fair Housing Activities account under the Fair Housing 
Assistance Program (FHAP). In August 2004 HUD launched the National Fair Housing 
Training Academy to provide instruction to fair housing investigators and industry 
professionals concerning fair housing law, critical thinWng, investigations, interviewing 
techniques and conciliation. 

34. How many 232 and 242 loans were endorsed in FY08, FY09 and FYIO? How many 
applications were received for each of these programs in those three yeais? 

Answer: Please see response below. 

232 loans endorsed - Fiscal Year 2008 -1 89 

Fiscal Year 2009 -255 

Fiscal year 2010 Year To Date — 214 


232 applications received - Fiscal Year 2008 -222 
Fiscal Year 2009 -295 
Fiscal Year 2010 Year To Date - 418 


242 loans endorsed - Fiscal Year 2008 - 8 
Fiscal Year 2009 -11 


Fiscal Year 2010 Year To Date -10 
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242 applications received - Fiscal Year 2008 - 9 
Fiscal Year 2009 1 7 
Fiscal Year 2010 Year To Date -12 

35. What is the average length of time for a 232 and a 242 application to go through the 
approval process? 

Answer: For 232 loans - The average processing time for the period February 2010 
through May 2010 was 127 days from receipt of application to issuance of a decision on 
an insurance commitment. Of the 127 days, the average time in the queue prior to 
underwriting was 87 days. 

For 242 loans - The average processing time for all 242 deals committed from fiscal year 
2008 through YTD is 104 days. 

36. How many staff members at FHA are devoted to the 232 and 242 programs? Is this staff 
adequate to handle the influx of applications from the past 12 months? 

Answer: There are ciurently 106 staff members assigned to the Office of Healthcare 
Programs. 

Staffing is adequate to process loan applications for the 232 program within 127 days at 
present. For the 242 program, staffing is adequate to process the current level of applications 
within an average of 104 days by redirecting substantial asset management staff time to loan 
processing. 
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Housing for the Eiclerly (Section 2(i2) 

I . Considering tfie fact that there are nine elderly individuals on a waitlist for every open 
unit of elderly housing, and the fact that the population will conftiiue to age. how does 
illJD justify the proposed elimination of funding for the capital that produce.s new units 
in fiscal year 201 1? 








2. Please p .s the .Section 202 program has produced 

each yet 

Aaswcr: 
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3. Please provide a chart widi the number of grantees receiving funds for the Service 
Coordinators/Congregate Housing Services program each year for the last ten years. 

Answer: Please see table below; 

Numbers of Awarded Service Coordinator Grants 


Fiscal 

Year 

Program 

Grants 

$ Amount 

1998 

SC - New Grants 

50 

$6,500,000 


SC - Extensions 

40 

$1,040,313 


CHSP - Extensions 

10 

$982,760 

1999 

SC - New Grants 

51 

$5,000,000 


SC - Extensions 

147 

$4,349,975 


CHSP - Extensions 

53 

$6,900,936 

2000 

SC - New Grants 

269 

$29,956,047 


SC - Extensions 

310 

$8,722,589 


CHSP - Extensions 

57 

$6,325,812 

2001 

SC -New Grants 

217 

$25,786,952 


SC - Extensions 

314 

$9,708,610 


CHSP - Extensions 

63 

$7,251,948 

2002 

SC -New Grants 

223 

$30,374,307 


SC - Extensions 

516 

$15,800,000 


CHSP - Extensions 

65 

$8,504,677 

2003 

SC - New Grants 

200 

$30,962,646 


SC - Extensions 

503 

$17,81532 


CHSP - Extensions 

70 

$6,905,700 

2004 

SC - New Grants 

124 

$19,184,411 


SC - Extensions 

634 

$24,049,677 


CHSP - Extensions 

57 

$6,550,949 

2005 

SC - New Grmits 

92 

$15,433,482 


SC - Extensions 

715 

$28,782,092 


CHSP - Extensions 

57 

$6,083,237 

2006 

SC - New Grants 

75 

$12,105,849 


SC - Extensions 

780 

$32,787,686 


CHSP - Extensions 

71 

$7,735,852 

2007 

SC - New Grants 

21 

$3,592,342 



238 



SC - Extensions 

955 

$42,499,491 


CHSP - Extensions 

68 

$7,195,238 

2008 

SC - New Grants 

0 

$0 


SC - Extensions 

1,026 

$49,807,765 


CHSP - Extensions 

52 

$7,202,310 

2009 

SC - New Grants 

162 

$32,733,268 


SC - Extensions 

1,036 

$48,850,435 


CHSP - Extensions 

49 

$6,350,757 


4. The Section 202 program continually sees carryover balances essentially equal to the 
prior year’s appropriation, including the estimate in FY 201 1 of $780 million in 
carryover. Please explain this multi-year lag in the ability to obligate funds. 

Answer: The lag occurs because funds are not obligated until projects are selected and 
funded. Projects ate not selected and funded until after there is an approved budget from 
Congress, the NOFA is published, the selection process completed and the sponsor accepts 
the tod reservation for the project. In the recent past, these actions have carried over into 
the following fiscal year. 


5. Would doing a combined Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for both the FY 2010 
and potential FY 201 1 tods alleviate this carryover issue? Why or why not? 


Answer: Combining the tods would not alleviate the carryover issue. Assuming the 
process above, the carryover would actually increase to reflect the tods for 2 years. 

6. What steps can the Department take to streamline and increase efficiency in its issuance 
of NOFAs, the processing of applications and the underwriting process? 

Answer: The Department is currently looking at ways to instill more predictability in all 
three processes. 


Redesign Proposal 

7. The budget request discusses the need to “redesign” the Section 202 program, with a 
focus on increasing leveraging and mixed-finance deals, as well as encouraging 
partnerships. These issues are not new. The Committee has discussed them in prior 
hearings in prior years. What progress can HUD show in these areas? Specifically, what 
improvements have been made to encourage leveraging, mixed finance deals and 
partnerships in the current program? 
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Answer: The 2009 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) provided a rating advantage 
for projects that proposed to leverage their 202 capital advance by an additional 25 percent 
or more. This leverage could be in the form of tax credit equity, other HUD, State, or local 
fluids. Furthermore, HUD has implemented mixed-finance rules and guidance that support 
sponsors who wish to leverage tax credits. In regard to partnerships, the NOFA has 
provided a rating advantage for the depfli and scope of service partnerships as such services 
relate to the population served. In combination, these factors have helped move the 
program in a positive direction. HUD is looking at ways to move fardier in this direction. 


8. Please provide a list of the elements wdthin the Section 202 program the Department is 

targeting in its redesign. Please indicate for each element the portion of the refoims the 

Department can do administratively without legislation. 

Answer: Examples of programmatic elements HUD is assessing include: 

1 . Providing capital funds as “gap” financing rather than funding the full capital award 
amount (can be partially achieved administratively through leverage but requires 
statutory authorization to shift to “gap” financing^ 

2. Streamlining the operating subsidy stracture to increase efficiency and leverage 
(requires statutory authorization). 

3. Prioritizing projects that propose to better serve the housing and service needs of frail 
seniors (can be achieved in {art through adminishative action but may require 
statutory action to coordinate with HHS). 

4. Revising the geographic allocation formula (can be achieved in part through 
administrative action but may require statutory action). 

5. Streamlining administrative processing to speed development fimefiames (can be 
achieved administratively). 


9. Please provide a timeline for the proposed reforms to the Section 202 program. Please 
include when the Department plans to send a legislative proposal to Congress and how 
long the Department proposes to not provide capital flmding to this program. 

Answer: HUD intends to provide a legisMve proposal to Congress in July 201 0. Until 
such time as reforms to the program are implemented, HUD does not intend to recommend 
funding. 


1 0. Are there incremental changes that can be made to the Section 202 program in fiscal year 
2011? If so, please list these changes and the steps necessary to implement them. 

Answen Yes. With issuance of its NOFA and supporting guidance documents, HUD will 
be making incremental improvements in the allocation formula and better prioritizing 
programs with added leveraging, have sponsors with higher capacity, and consist of 
projects that are more ready to begin construction. Furthermore, HtfD intends to 
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streamline and increase efficiency in its issuance of NOFAs, the processing of applications 
and the underwriting process. 


1 1 . The budget focuses its discussion of incorporating partnerships into the Section 202 
program on the PACE program at the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). 
Please provide by state an estimate of how many Section 202 residents are currently 
served by the PACE program and the number of PACE sites collocated with Section 202 
properties. 

Answer; PACE is one type of program that can provide needed services to frail elderly to 
allow them to continue to age in place within the community. As of 2009, there were 72 
PACE propams in 30 states. Information on the number of Section 202 residents cwrently 
served by die PACE program is not available; however, six PACE sites are currently co- 
located with Section 202 properties with more under construction or in planning. 

12. Please explain why the Department is choosing to redirect the focus of the Section 202 
propam from serving all elderly populations with a variety of supportive services to 
focusing primarily on frail elderly and medical supportive services. 

Answer: HUD intends to continue to serve low-income elderly with a wide range of 
health needs as they age in place within the community, not just those with frailty. The 
Section 202 program is intended to remain a program that offers independent living, not 
institutional care. However, Section 202 program housing can serve as a critical platform 
for improving the quality of life for the residente as they age in place. For extremely low- 
income elderly residents approaching frailty, having the option to remain within their 
community has many benefits and we are considering some prioritization for frail elderly. 
In addition, research suggests significant cost-benefit to States md the Federal Government 
associated with reduced emergency care mid institutionalization when frail elderly residents 
living independently are supported through programs such as PACE or Medicaid Home 
and Community-Based Services, 


13. How does the Department envision adding the proposed minimum size limit to the 
Section 202 program will influence the development of Section 202 properties in rural 
areas? 

Answer: HUD is considering methods that would encourage the development and 
operation of larger properties which can be operated in a more cost-efficient manner. 
However, sensitivity would be paid to the particular needs of rural communities. 


14. What steps is the Department taking to ensure supportive services provided by HHS and 
other Departments can work with the Section 202 program? What program requirements 
would need to be changed to make these partnerships work? 
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Answer: HUD is currently working with HHS to better identify and support the 
implementation of best practices around service delivery for the elderly and disabled in the 
context of Section 202 and 8 1 1 programs. HHS supports a range of programs that are 
appropriate to these populations; however, these programs are not consistently available or 
adequately fimded at the local level to necessarily provide meaningfiil support to the 
populations served by the 202 and 81 1 programs. For that reason, further work is needed 
by HUD and HHS to ensure coordinated investment activity in support of using housing as 
a platform to improve the quality of life for disabled individuals or frail seniors or those 
aging in place. 


Housing for 
(Section 811) 


FY 

Capital Advance and 
PRAC Amount 

Awarded (Smillions) 

Projects 

Units 

1998 

$132,192,400 

161 

1,650 

1999 

$153,236,400 

170 

1,801 


15. The budget proposes to eliminate all funding for the capital that produces new units in the 
Section 8 1 1 program. What justification does HUD have for such a radical shift of 
funding away from (1) the production of new accessible units that provide a direct link to 
supportive services and (2) individuals with more severe disabilities who have higher 
support needs and face an enormous struggle in trying to find housing using only tenant- 
based assistance? 

Answer: HUD requested the suspension of Section 81 1 Capital Advance Grants in fiscal 
year 201 1 in order to put the programs through a thorough review. Section 81 1 has 
suffered from a lack of updating and an overhaul was needed to better target HUD’s 
resoiffces to more cost-effectively meet the current housing and supportive service needs of 
disabled very low-income households. Furthermore, if left unchecked. Section 811 will 
effectively cease to be a viable funding program for the construction of new units in a 
manner of years. As a proportion of the total funds allocated to section 81 1, the share that 
is going to support existing operating properties in the form of Project Rental Assistance 
(PRAC) is rapidly growing. At current fimding levels, within five years the funds available 
would be inadequate to administer new capital grants. 


1 6. Please provide a chart with the number of units the Section 8 1 1 program has produced 
each year for the last ten years. 

Answer: Please see chart below. 




242 


2000 

$131,709,400 

144 

1,483 

2001 

$149,771,700 

139 

1,570 

2002 

$176,596,000 

174 

1,859 

2003 

$146,687,300 

144 

1,483 

2004 

$145,357,400 

127 

1,365 

2005 

$135,704,800 

118 

1,173 

2006 

$121,374,900 

99 

1,063 

2007 

$124,797,825 

100 

1,009 

2008 

$124,505,254 

92 

930 


17. The Section 81 1 program continually sees carryover balances essentially equal to the 
prior year’s appropriation, including the estimate in FY 201 1 of $213 million in 
carryover. Please explain this multi-year lag in the ability to obligate funds. 

Answer: The lag occurs because funds ate not obligated until projects are selected and 
funded. Projects are not selected and funded until after there is an approved budget from 
Congress, the NOFA is published, the selection process completed and the sponsor accepts 
the fund reservation for the project. In the recent past, these actions have carried over into 
the following fiscal year. 

18. Would doing a combined Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for both the FY 2010 
and potential FY 201 1 funds alleviate this carryover issue? Why or why not? 

Answer: Combining the funds would not alleviate the carryover issue. Assuming the process 
above, the carryover would actually increase to reflect the funds for 2 years. 


1 9. What steps can the Department take to streamline and increase efficiency in its issuance 
of NOFAs, the processing of applications and the underwriting process? 

Answer: The Department is currently looking at ways to instill more predictability in all 
three processes. 


20. The budget indicates that expansion activities will only be funded on an as-needed and 
as-available basis in fiscal year 201 1, how does the Department plan to implement this? 

Answer: The $90 million requested for Section 81 1 in fiscal year 201 1 will cover the cost 
of project renewals only; no new production funds are being requesfed. 
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BRAUNGART DESIGN CHEMISTRY 

Chairman Olver’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Olver. The subcommittee will come to order. Thank you all 
for being here today. Today is the continuation of the subcommit- 
tee’s effort to incorporate sustainable planning and desired prin- 
ciples in the Federal Transportation and Housing programs. 
Through holistic approaches that break down silos we can ensure 
that resources, be it land, energy, affordable housing or transpor- 
tation investments, are being optimally utilized on all Federal in- 
frastructure projects. 

Before us we have a distinguished panel of experts and practi- 
tioners who have been on the forefront of developing sustainable 
projects, not because they were required to, but because they deter- 
mined that a sustainable approach made economic sense and best 
met the needs of their communities. 

Rosemarie Andolino is Commissioner of the Department of Avia- 
tion for the city of Chicago. Thank you, Rosemarie, for being here. 

Fred Hansen is the General Manager of the Tri-County Metro- 
politan Transportation District in Oregon. 

Tom Darden is the Executive Director of the Make it Right Foun- 
dation, operating mainly in New Orleans. 

And Bill McDonough is founding principal of William 
McDonough and Partners architectural and community design and 
cofounder of William McDonough & Partners Architectural and 
Community Design, and Cofounder of McDonough Braungart De- 
sign Chemistry. Also he is the Chairman of the Architecture De- 
partment at the University of Virginia. 

Mr. McDonough. Former Dean. 

Mr. Olver. Former Dean, okay of the College of Architecture for 
quite a number of years. 

So thank you all for being here and I look forward to hearing 
each of your stories, not perhaps as long as your written testimony 
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is. Those were dense testimonies I must say, and required a certain 
amount of attention to be paid to them. 

Recognizing that a one-size-fits-all approach is not appropriate 
for our diverse infrastructure needs, I am particularly interested to 
hear what lessons you believe are transferable to projects of dif- 
ferent sizes and to varying communities and what role you can see 
the Federal Government playing in facilitating the incorporation of 
sustainability principles into transportation and housing projects. 

The testimony will set the tone for our second panel, during 
which we will hear from the Department of Transportation, the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development on the fiscal year 
2011 budget requests for their respective livability and sustain- 
ability initiatives. 

Mr. Olver. With that, let me recognize my active Ranking Mem- 
ber, Steve LaTourette, who serves a district in Northeastern Ohio, 
and where I think sustainability and livability issues are quite im- 
portant. 


Mr. LaTourette’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, I thank you, Mr. Chairman. And the 
great thing about Northeastern Ohio is we sustain ourselves. I am 
sitting in for Mr. Latham today. He is over at the Ag Appropria- 
tions hearing, and he apologizes to you all for not being here. And 
I will do my level best to fill in. 

I was told the Chairman was going to be brief and he was brief 
in his opening remarks. I am looking forward to your observations. 
And I have read what it is that you have done in your cities and 
areas, and you are to be commended. 

I think the question I have is, aside from the fact that Chairman 
Olver invited you to be here while you are in front of the Appro- 
priations Committee of the United States Congress as opposed to 
in front of the city councils or town councils from where you are 
from, and my concern is, Mr. Chairman, that not the concepts — it 
is the skimming of about $500 million out of the Highway Trust 
Fund. 

And there is a great publication here on Capitol Hill, Transpor- 
tation Weekly, I don’t know how much that makes, but he wrote 
an editorial on pages 11 and 12. And he said the one thing these 
programs have in common relative to Highway Trust Fund spend- 
ing is that none of the projects that are considered under — and it 
is sort of like a soup sandwich, the six principles on sustainability 
and livability. Well, maybe he can put some flesh behind them and 
tell us what they are all about. 

The one thing they have in common, none of the users of any of 
the six principles, as I read them, pay any money into the Highway 
Trust Fund, and it is broke. So I look forward to your testimony. 
And, again, I commend you for what you have done in your commu- 
nities, I am just not so sure that we are heading in the right direc- 
tion here. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. Olver. Well, you have been handed a challenge that I am 
reasonably confident that you will be up to. So let’s start with you, 
Ms. Andolino. And all of your testimonies will appear in the record 
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in their fullest form. So state it somewhere in 5 to 7 minutes or 
so, if you would, please, thank you. 

Ms. Andolino’s Opening Remarks 

Ms. Andolino. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Congressman 
LaTourette and my distinguished fellow panel members. I am truly 
honored to be here today. My name is Rosemarie Andolino and I 
am the Commissioner of the Chicago Department of Aviation. 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here to talk about the sustain- 
able initiatives that we have implemented at our airport. And one 
of the things to directly address Congressman LaTourette’s ques- 
tion about our being before the city council — one of the things I 
would like to say is our mayor. Mayor Daley, has actually been one 
of the greenest mayors in the country. In fact, our city council fully 
supports green initiatives and we have been implementing green 
initiatives in the city government for the almost 20 years that 
Mayor Daley has been in office, and is fully supported by not only 
the mayor, again, but by our city council. 

And so this is to further provide opportunity, education to others, 
about how we have implemented something unique at the Chicago 
airport system. So the Chicago airport system — we are in charge of 
O’Hare and Midway International Airports — it is under the leader- 
ship of Mayor Daley. And we are committed to increasing effi- 
ciency, capacity, safety and environmental sustainability of our air- 
ports. 

Chicago’s airports play a key role in the global aviation system, 
and today O’Hare and Midway handle just under 82 million pas- 
sengers annually and provide travelers with direct and nonstop 
service to more than 230 cities worldwide. The city’s plan to mod- 
ernize O’Hare International Airport through the O’Hare Mod- 
ernization Program, or OMP, is reconfiguring O’Hare’s outdated 
intersecting runway system. You have a map in front of you there, 
and it is creating a parallel runway configuration which will sub- 
stantially reduce delays and increase capacity at O’Hare well into 
the future. 

In addition, it complements the actual aviation system and the 
airspace issues that affect us all. 

We have already completed three major infrastructure projects in 
2008. We opened a new runway, the first one, O’Hare, since 1971. 
Also in 2008 we completed a 3,000 foot extension to O’Hare’s busi- 
est runway, as well as a new air traffic control tower that, I must 
add, is the first to be DEED silver-certified. All three of these 
projects opened on time or ahead of schedule. I would like to em- 
phasize that all three of these projects opened on time or ahead of 
schedule and nearly $40 million under budget while incorporating 
sustainable principles throughout our construction and design proc- 
ess. 

To date these projects have helped increase O’Hare’s arrival rate 
by 22 percent. Design and planning efforts for the completion phase 
of the OMP, which includes two additional runways, the extension 
of another runway, as well as our new South Air Traffic Control 
Tower, a western terminal complex and related facilities has 
begun. We expect to begin construction on the completion phase 
later this year. 
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Now, when the city embarked on construction of the OMP back 
in 2003, it looked at ways to incorporate sustainability into the pro- 
gram order to meet Mayor Daley’s commitment to incorporating 
^een initiatives into projects across the city of Chicago. At this 
time, there were no existing standards for airports. So the city as- 
sembled a group of aviation, environment, and industry experts, 
environmental and industry experts, to create our own guidelines 
essentially based off the United States Green Building Council, or 
DEED. 

The result was the OMP Sustainable Design Manual, or SDM, 
which the city introduced in December of 2003. The manual divided 
our projects into four categories: Civil Airside; Civil Landside; Oc- 
cupied Buildings; and Unoccupied Buildings. And also we devel- 
oped a rating system to recognize and reward design and construc- 
tion accomplishments and to monitor our progress. 

The SDM was just the beginning. In 2009 we created an updated 
and enhanced Sustainable Airports Manual, or SAM, which was 
unveiled by Mayor Daley. With your permission I would like to ask 
that it be submitted for the record. In fact, this is a hard copy of 
our manual, but before you is a jump drive, and that jump drive 
in our efforts to be sustainable has the entire document on it as 
well. 

The SAM integrates airport specific sustainable planning and 
practices from the design process, through construction, operations 
and maintenance, and all airport functions and those of its tenants 
into one manual for green airports. 

The development of SAM has truly been a collaborative effort, in- 
corporating contributions from nearly 200 airport executives, envi- 
ronmental experts and industry leaders. An example of our sus- 
tainable initiatives include our Balanced Earth Work program 
which has handled more than 17 million cubic yards of soil to build 
our runways in supporting infrastructure projects. This is approxi- 
mately enough soil to fill up the interior of the Sears Tower, or Wil- 
lis Tower now, eight times. All of this soil has been kept on site, 
instead of being installed or hauled away and dumped at area 
landfills. This has resulted in savings of over $120 million to our 
program, while reducing congestion and wear and tear on our local 
roadways and minimizing emissions from haul trucks traveling off 
site, as well as the tipping fees of landfills. 

Based on a review of our 19 construction projects, the OMP re- 
covered nearly 98 percent of all construction and demolition mate- 
rials and we use them on site. To date, the OMP has realized al- 
most $3 million in savings in the reclamation and reuse of crushed 
concrete and asphalt materials on site. 

And the creation of our green roof spaces, a key component to 
going green across the city of Chicago and in our airports. By incor- 
porating green roof coverage atop our airport facilities we are help- 
ing to counteract the urban heat island effect typically found at an 
airport, as well as reducing operating costs. There are currently six 
green roofs at O’Hare and five more already in design and con- 
struction phases. 

As has been discussed during the testimony, there is a lot of in- 
terest in the aviation industry and actions taken by my airports to 
establish the sustainability programs or reduce environmental im- 
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pacts of their operations. Going green does not have to cost a lot 
of green. In fact, it can actually save money, too. As there are cur- 
rently no independent organizations whose sole mission is to focus 
on airport stability, the CDA is working with industry experts on 
a new initiative called the airport sustainability program. The con- 
cept calls for an independent, not-for-profit organization that will 
promote sustainability performances and standards and could ob- 
jectively assess and rate airports, certify their sustainability level, 
and recognize their achievements, just like LEED does, but some- 
thing that is actually tailored to our industry. 

The purpose of this program is to promote an enterprise ap- 
proach to sustainability by recognizing performance in five key 
areas of human and environmental health, workplace transpor- 
tation, construction, supply chain, and human resource manage- 
ment. The CDA is working with Members of Congress and other 
airports and industry partners to win broad support of these impor- 
tant initiatives. As we continue to implement environmentally 
friendly practices at Chicago’s airports, we are also helping to pro- 
mote green jobs in our industry. 

Airports nationwide have recognized that green alternatives do 
exist, and many of them are employing them today, and that more 
are being created every day. The industry also realizes the massive 
potential for a whole new economy from creating manufacturing 
and implementing green technologies. 

We are grateful for the support and encourage the Congress to 
continue these critical efforts. So thank you very much for the op- 
portunity to speak to you today. 

Mr. Olver. Isn’t that amazing, she stayed exactly within the 7 
minutes that I allow, even though that has been flashing sort of 
red for the last 2 minutes. 

[The information follows:] 
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Sustainability in Practice 
Testimony submitted by R<»emarie Andolino 
Before The House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Transportation/Housing and Urban Development 
March 10, 2010 


Thank you, Chairman Olver (Congressman Latham and the other Members of the 
Subcommittee). My name is Rosemarie Andolino, and I am the Commissioner of the 
Chicago Department of Aviation. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today 
to discuss the sustainable initiatives we have implemented at our airports. 

The City of Chicago Department of Aviation, or CDA, is the owner and operator of 
O’Hare and Midway International Airports. Under the leadership of Mayor Richard M. 
Daley, the CDA is committed to increasing the efficiency, capacity and environmental 
sustainability of our airports. Chicago’s airports play a key role in the global aviation 
system. Today, O’Hare and Midway handle just under 82 million passengers annually 
and provide travelers with direct and nonstop service to more than 230 cities worldwide. 
Chicago’s airp>ort system is more than a gateway for millions of travelers; it also serves a 
vital role in global commerce, shipping and receiving 1.2 million tons of freight, mail and 
goods each year. 

O’Hare and Midway International Airports are major economic engines for our city, the 
State of Illinois, and the entire Midwestern region, generating nearly $45 billion in 
economic activity and 540,000 jobs. In addition, the City’s plan to modernize O’Hare 
International Airport through the O’Hare Modernization Program, or OMP, will create up 
to 195,000 new jobs and add $18 billion to the Chicago region’s community. 

Construction of the OMP has been underway since 2005 and it continues to make great 
progress securing Chicago’s position as the center of the global aviation system. The 
OMP is reconfiguring O’Hare’s outdated intersecting runway system into a parallel 
runway configuration while substantially reducing delays and increasing capacity at 
O’Hare well into the future. 

The OMP has already completed three major infrastructure projects. In 2008, the OMP 
opened new Runway 9L-27R, which was the first new runway at O’Hare since 1971 . 

Also in 2008, we completed a 3,000 ft. extension to O’Hare’s busiest runway and a new 
air traffic control tower. All three projects opened on or ahead of schedule, and nearly 
$40 million under budget. The two runway projects have already had a considerable and 
positive impact on operations at O’Hare and the U.S. Aviation System. The ability to 
utilize the new Runway 9L-27R has increased O’Hare’s arrival rate by 22 percent. 

Construction continues on Runway 10C-28C, a Group VI capable runway being built to 
accommodate larger aircraft and further reduce delays and add capacity at O’ Hare. 

Design and planning efforts for the Completion Phase of the OMP, which includes two 
additional new runways, the extension of another runway, a new South Air Traffic 
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Control Tower, a western terminal and related facilities has begun. Sustainability 
measures will be incorporated into all the above new OMP projects. We expect to begin 
construction for the Completion Phase later this year. 


The Sustainable Initiatives of the O’Hare Modernization Program 

As we move forward with the remainder of the OMP, our commitment to employing the 
most progressive and iimovative sustainable measures in the industry will continue. 
Under Mayor Daley’s leadership, the City of Chicago has achieved national recognition 
for being on the cutting edge of environmentally friendly Initiatives. At the Chicago 
Department of Aviation, sustainability initiatives and efforts are not only possible at 
O’Hare and Midway - they are essential. 

OMP Sustainable Design Manual: When the City embarked on construction of the 
OMP, it looked for ways to incorporate sustainability into the program in order to meet 
Mayor Daley’s commitment to incorporating green initiatives into projects across the city 
of Chicago. 

At the time, because there were no existing standards for airports, the City assembled a 
group of aviation and environmental industry experts to create our own guidelines based 
on the organizational structure of the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) Leadership 
in Energy Efficient Design, or LEED. The result was the OMP Sustainable Design 
Manual (SDM), which the City introduced in December 2003. 

The manual divided OMP projects into four categories: Civil Airside; Civil Landside; 
Occupied Buildings; and Unoccupied Buildings and also developed a rating system to 
recognize and reward design and construction accomplishments. The rating system, 
which awards from 1 to 5 “green airplanes,” allows the OMP to measure its progress 
throughout the design and construction process. Earning even one green airplane on a 
project is excellent. It shows that a project has not only met all of the requirements, but 
has gone above and beyond to achieve extra points. 

The SDM was just the beginning. In 2009, it was replaced with the updated and enhanced 
Sustainable Airport Manual, or SAM, which was unveiled by Mayor Daley at an 
international Airports Going Green conference held in Chicago and hosted by the 
Chicago Department of Aviation and the American Association of Airport Executives 
(AAAE). 

The SAM integrates airport-specific sustainable planning and practices from the design 
process through construction, operations, maintenance, and all airport functions and those 
of its tenants into one manual for green airports. 

As was the case with the SDM, the SAM applies the spirit and intent of USGBC LEED 
rating system’s concepts to all aspiects of airport design and construction. The 
development of the SAM has truly been a collaborative effort. The SAM is the result of 
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the contributions from nearly 200 airport executives, environmental experts and industry 
leaders. The contributors attended workshops, participated via Webinars, and worked 
within committees to provide cutting-edge, real-world examples and recommendations. 

The SAM incorporates best practices, new technologies and lessons learned from six 
years of design and construction on the OMP, as well as other green projects at airports 
around the world. Because design and construction activities are only part of an airport’s 
functions, with the help of our airport partners and industry experts, we are creating 
additional chapters for SAM to incorporate sustainability into airport planning, daily 
operations and maintenance, and concessions and tenants. 

We plan to finalize these chapters this year, however, the airport’s green efforts have only 
just begun. The CDA will continue to seek involvement from its industry partners, 
because the SAM is intended to be a living document that will continuously evolve, 
improve and grow as future technologies emerge. 

OMP Balanced Earthwork Program; Thus far the OMP has handled more than 1 7 
million cubic yards of soil to build the runways and supporting infrastructure projects. By 
implementing an innovative balanced earthwork program, all of this soil has been kept 
onsite instead of being hauled away and dumped at area landfills. This has saved well 
over $120 million. 

For example, on the Runway IOC East Mass Grading Project, the OMP moved nearly 
three million cubic yards of soil to create a new South Airfield Detention Basin and fill in 
the existing detention basin. The contractor on the project used a cut and fill method to 
excavate the soil for the new basin and place it in the existing basin, all while maintaining 
the required stormwater detention capacities. This efficient process allowed the 
contractor to handle the soil only once and to reuse excavated soil from the new basin as 
fill for the old basin, which saved the cost of double-handling over 2 million cubic yards 
of soil while shaving a year off the construction schedule. We have estimated the cost 
savings associated with the elimination of double handling the soils material to be 
approximately $15 million. 

In addition to the cost and time savings, the overall Balanced Earthwork Program also 
serves to reduce congestion and wear on area roadways and minimize emissions from 
haul trucks traveling off site. We estimate that our program has already saved more than 

500.000 haul trips, thereby eliminating over 40 million vehicle miles traveled, and saving 
six million gallons of diesel fuel. By minimizing off-site haul and reusing materials on- 
site, our efforts have resulted in over 70,000 tons less carbon dioxide produced , which is 
equivalent to the carbon dioxide reduced by a forest of over 13,000 pine trees, and is 
equivalent to the amount of carbon dioxide produced by the energy consumed by almost 

6.000 homes. 

Energy savings: Besides the earth work savings realized by the construction techniques 
of the South Airfield Detention Basin, its unique design incorporates the use of a 
bentonite slurry wall to cut off ground water infiltration pressure. Without this feature. 
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ground water would have been required to be collected through under drains located 
beneath the basin liner walls and pumped 55’ to the surface. This could have resulted in 
over 500 million gallons per year of water released in already choked surface streams. In 
not pumping this water, over 1 10,000 kWh of energy is saved annually, or enough to 
power 25 homes. 


OMP Requirements for Construction Equ^ment: Another successful green initiative 
involves the City’s forward thinking regarding requirements for construction equipment. 
Five years ago, the OMP mandated the use of Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) Fuel for 
all on- and off-road construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower, for cleaner 
emissions; well ahead of the federal government’s mandate for use of ULSD Fuel, which 
takes effect this year. 

The OMP also required all but the newest construction equipment to be retrofitted with 
particulate traps or oxidation catalysts for cleaner emissions. Currently, 76 percent of all 
onsite construction equipment is Tier 2 or newer. 

OMP Materials Recycling and Reuse; Based on a review of 19 construction projects, the 
OMP has recovered nearly 98 percent of all construction-demolition materials (concrete, 
asphalt, soil) and reused them on-site, thereby diverting them from landfills. The OMP 
has reused over 1 00,000 tons of reclaimed asphalt grindings and crushed-concrete 
aggregate for service and construction haul roads, parking, and other projects. 

To date, the OMP has realized almost $3 million in savings in the reclamation and re-use 
of crushed concrete and asphalt materials on-site. This number will continue to grow as 
the program moves forward. 

Additionally, the OMP uses local and regional materials for construction to save vehicle 
miles traveled, roadway and vehicular wear and tear, while promoting the local economy 
and providing jobs for the region. To date, nearly 90 percent of construction materials 
have been obtained from regional sources sustaining the local economy. 

We are continuously looking for new ways to improve our environmental stewardship 
while reducing our use of materials, and finding ways to recycle our construction waste 
while also saving money. In fact, just a few weeks ago, we finalized a revision to a 
detailed Runway/Taxiway shoulder specification to include an optimization of materials 
and use of recycled concrete base material. Just this one small revision will save over $1 
million and 18,000 tons of new material for the shoulders on a 10,000 foot runway with a 
taxiway. We are recycling what would otherwise be waste material, reducing the harvest 
of new materials, and decreasing the environmental impact due to the transportation of 
the waste material off-site and of the new aggregate from the quarry to the job site. 


Green Roof Space: The creation of green roof space is a key component of going green 
across the City of Chicago and at our Airports. By incorporating green roof coverage atop 
airport facilities, we are helping to counteract the Urban Heat Island Effect generated by 
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large amounts of impervious surfaces such as concrete, typically found at an airport. In 
addition, the benefits of creating green roof space include lower operating costs; 
improved long-term roof performance; reduced air emission impacts; improved air 
quality; interior and exterior noise reduction; and reduced storm water runoff. 

There are currently five green roofs at O’Hare and six more are already in the design and 
construction phases. Today, there is nearly 34,000 square feet of green roof space at 
O’ Hare with an additional 350,000 square feet of vegetated green roof area in design or 
construction. 

OMP Wetlands: The OMP is replacing 154 acres of low quality, inaccessible wetlands 
on Airport property with nearly 450 acres of higher quality wetlands within various 
locations in Northeastern Illinois, at a cost of more than $44 million (no cost to local 
taxpayers). The replacement wetlands are providing a more natural environment for 
birds and wildlife, while increasing passive recreation space in neighboring communities. 

OMP North Air Traffic Control Tower; The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
North Airport Traffic Control Tower (NATCT), which opened in November 2008, 
features nearly 10,000 square feet of vegetated green roof space on top of the 
administration building, making it the first on-airport FAA facility in the nation to feature 
a green roof. The tower truly represents the OMP’s commitment to sustainability, a 
commitment that has influenced other airports, industry associations and the federal 
government to think about ways to incorporate “green initiatives” into their projects. 

In addition, the NATCT structure was designed to achieve a minimum 20 percent 
increase in energy efficiency over standard design and to reduce water usage by over 20 
percent, saving 7,000 gallons per year. Through innovative construction waste recycling 
efforts, over 90 percent, or 280 tons, of construction waste from the project was diverted 
from area landfills. Low VOC emitting materials are also featured in the structure’s 
interior to improve indoor air quality. The tower also includes preferred parking for 
carpools, vans, fuel efficient and low-emitting vehicles; building products with nearly 15 
percent recycled content; and nearly 40 percent of materials from local sources. 

During construction of the tower, the OMP went beyond the original design plans by 
using 100 percent Purple Board dry wall for the interior, the best product available for 
deterring mold; adding native shrubs, trees, grass swales and planting beds to the original 
landscaping design; and recycling asphalt grindings from the job site for use on other 
OMP projects. Construction was completed in just 24 months, instead of the 40 months it 
typically takes to build a tower. 

As a result of the successful green elements incorporated into the project, we are 
extremely proud that the tower earned a four Green Airplane Certification based on our 
Sustainable Airport Manual rating system and is the first in the U.S. to earn USGBC 
LEED Silver certification. 
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OMP Sustainable Accolades: The OMP has been recognized for excellence by the 
USGBC, the Illinois Sustainable Technology Center, the United Nation’s Environmental 
Programme for Liveable Communities, and by industry publications such as Engineering 
News Record, as well as other government agencies for innovation and creative thinking. 
We are frequently invited to share our information with other cities and airports across 
the nation and around the world. 

Going Green Expands Across Chicago Department of Aviation 

I was appointed Commissioner of the Chicago Department of Aviation in March 2009 by 
Mayor Daley, in addition to my responsibilities as Executive Director of the OMP. Since 
that time, my goal has been to expand and build on the OMP’s successful green 
initiatives to include the entire aviation department at both of our airports. 

Airports Going Green Conference; In August 2009, the CDA held the second “Airports 
Going Green” conference in Chicago, where we unveiled our enhanced Sustainable 
Airport Manual, or SAM, which was previously mentioned in my testimony. This 
exciting conference attracted nearly 300 aviation, environmental and industry 
professionals; and featured presentations from airport officials and industry experts from 
across the U.S., as well as Canada, France and Germany. 

In addition to covering the sustainable initiatives of the OMP that were just discussed in 
this testimony, the conference covered the green initiatives implemented at other major 
airports. Session topics ranged from LEED terminals and wind turbines, to recycling and 
solar installations. “Airports Going Green” was a phenomenal success and the feedback 
we received from both attendees and presenters was very positive. 

The CDA plans to host the 3rd Annual “Airports Going Green” conference in Chicago 
this November 1 4*' - November 1 7“'. This year our conference will immediately precede 
the USGBC Greenbuild International Expo in Chicago, which is the world’s largest expo 
devoted to green building and will showcase the latest in innovative products and 
services. We are encouraging airport representatives to come to Chicago for our Airports 
Going Green conference and to stay for Greenbuild. 

More Green Initiatives at Chicago’s Airports; The SAM and its guiding principles are 
integrated into all current practices at O’Hare and Midway. The “Airports Going Green” 
conference and SAM continue to inspire CDA employees and contractors to think green 
on every project and in every role at our airports. A number of additional new initiatives 
have recently been introduced at Chicago’s airports. 

The CDA has installed water recycling containers at security checkpoints at O’Hare and 
Midway, which allow passengers to empty liquids without having to dispose of the 
containers. This program reduces the amount of liquid weight entering the airports’ 
compactors and allows for water bottle reuse. The receptacles are piped so that collected 
gray water crni be re-used for a variety of purposes, such as watering airport landscaping. 
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The restaurants at O’Hare and Midway are incorporating sustainability into their 
everyday operations by recycling materials such as cooking oils and packaging, and 
utilizing energy efficient equipment. 

Recycling efforts are an important part of both airports’ daily operations. Blue recycling 
containers are located throughout the terminals to serve as collection sites for three waste 
streams - glass, aluminum cans and clean paper. Airport custodians and concessionaires 
recycle cardboM'd and deposit it into designated recycle compactors. 

The CDA also considers the environment while maintaining cleanliness throughout the 
terminals. Our custodians use Green Seal cleaning products and have eliminated the use 
of most aerosol sprays to clean and disinfect airport facilities. 

Since 2005, the CDA has continually adjusted and replaced plumbing fixtures in airport 
facilities, resulting in more than 60 percent savings on water consumption. 

The CDA is continuously replacing incandescent bulbs with energy-saving LED and 
solar-powered LED lights on the airfield and throughout the airport’s facilities. To date, 
more than 1,300 LED light fixtures and 100 LED aviation obstruction lights have been 
installed at O’Hare. 

Similar to the cleaner fuel requirements for OMP construction vehicles, the CDA has 
inte^ated clean-fuel vehicles into O’Hare’s ground transportation fleet mix. The CDA 
uses ULSD fuel in its entire fleet of snow removal and airside/landside maintenance 
vehicles. 

Other businesses that operate at our airports are also following our green lead. The 
new FedEx Cargo Building, currently under construction at O’Hare Airport, will feature 
close to 200,000 square feet of green roof coverage, which will make it one of the largest 
green roof areas in the U.S. FedEx is seeking to earn USGBC LEED Silver status for this 
project. 

In addition. Enterprise Rent-A-Car is now constructing a new facility at O’Hare with a 
goal to obtain USGBC LEED Silver certification. The facility, which will open this 
summer, will feature green roofs on two buildings, and incorporate several sustainable 
initiatives such as high efficiency fixtures to reduce water consumption and the use of 
recycled construction materials. 


Airport Sustainability Performance Standards 

Overall, the work on the OMP and across the CDA demonstrates that going green at 
airports is possible, cost effective, and more importantly - it is the right thing to do. And 
the CDA has found that many other aviation and industry experts have come to the same 
conclusion. 
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Airport Sustainability Institute: As has been discussed during this testimony, there is a 
lot of interest in the aviation industry and actions taken by many airports to establish 
sustainability programs or reduce environmental impacts of their operations. 

However, there are currently no independent organizations whose sole mission is to focus 
on aiiport sustainability. 

To that end, the Chicago Department of Aviation is working with industry experts on a 
new initiative called the Airport Sustainability Institute (ASI). The ASI would be an 
independent, not-for-profit agency that would promote sustainability performance 
standards, and could objectively assess and rate airports, certify their sustainability level 
and recognize their achievements. 

ASI has the following goals; to reduce the impact that airports have on local air, water, 
and land quality; to reduce airport emission of greenhouse gases and provide an offset for 
the aviation industry; and to improve the image of aviation and airports as having a 
positive and beneficial impact on their communities. 

The purpose of this program is to promote an enterprise approach to sustainability by 
recognizing performance in five key areas of human and environmental health: 
workplace, transportation, construction, supply chain, and human resource management. 

The CDA is working with Members of Congress, other airports and industry partners to 
win broad support for this important initiative. 

Growing the Green Economy 

As we continue to implement environmentally-friendly practices at Chicago’s airports, 
we are also helping to promote green jobs in our industry. Just like our SAM, sustainable 
airport initiatives will continue to evolve as future technologies emerge. By striving for, 
and applying sustainable goals into every airport project and activity in accordance with 
our SAM, we are facilitating opportunities for green innovation and green jobs. 

Conclusion 

The Chicago Department of Aviation has undertaken many green initiatives and there are 
many more to come. Chicago’s airports are going green for a number of reasons: to help 
protect the environment; to lower utility costs; to conserve natural resources; to reduce 
the airports’ carbon footprint; to optimize energy efficiency; to improve the working 
environment of our employees, to improve the travel experience of our customers; and to 
maintain our collective health and that of the planet. 

Airports nationwide have recognized that green alternatives do exist, and that more are 
being created every day. The industry also realizes the massive potential for whole new 
economies from creating, manufacturing, and implementing green technologies. 
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In Chicago, we believe that going green doesn’t have to cost more, and that in fact going 
green can save money. We believe going green reduces our dependency on other sources 
of energy. We believe that our airports need to be good neighbors to the surrounding 
communities. We also believe we have proven the cost effectiveness of going green. 

More importantly, we believe it is the right thing to do. 

We are grateful for the support, and we encourage the Members of Congress to continue 
these critical efforts. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today. 

#### 
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Mr. Olver. Mr. Hansen. 

Mr. Hansen’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Hansen. Thank you, Chair Olver, Ranking Member as well. 
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I am 
Fred Hansen, for the record, the general manager of TriMet that 
is the provider of all public transportation within the greater Port- 
land region. 

When I left the Environmental Protection Agency in 1998 as its 
deputy administrator and joined TriMet, I was committed to being 
able to establish a greening process within TriMet for all of our ac- 
tivities. The Portland region, first and foremost, has found that the 
connection between transportation and land use is paramount to be 
able to make both public transportation work but also to achieve 
our environmental goals. 

Our land use requirements have in fact led us over the past dec- 
ade, most recent for which data are available, to see a total daily 
vehicle mile traveled reduction of approximately 8 percent. During 
that same decade, the U.S. as a whole increased its daily vehicle 
miles traveled by about 8 percent. And the connection between 
land use and transportation has been key to being able to achieve 
that. 

From our standpoint, it has resulted in having the Portland re- 
gion be the seventh highest per capita ridership in the Nation. For 
a younger Western city to be able to have that has been very im- 
portant to be able to make those connections. 

Today I would like to be able to focus on three areas that are 
there, some of what you have heard from Chicago, but in a transit 
setting: specifically on construction, on operations, and ultimately 
on equity. 

First, from a construction standpoint, we have done many of the 
things that you have heard about from Chicago; that is, recycling 
of concrete onsite to be able to use for roadbed; support to be able 
to do a whole series of other things. 

But I would like to be able to use two examples that I think par- 
ticularly capture the goals we have. Number one, in landscaping, 
historically landscaping has been something to make it beautified. 
And as a result, there oftentimes are species that are introduced 
that require lots of attention, pruning, water, fertilizers and pes- 
ticides. We have gone through nature-scaping, and really ended up 
using native plants. For us that has lowered our overall cost, be- 
cause it means for water, for example, we require that there be ir- 
rigation for the first 2 years so that plants can become established, 
but specifically indicate that we are not to have any additional irri- 
gation. Likewise, because they are native species, we have been 
able to cut down on fertilizer and on pesticide use, and it has been 
very important. 

Second, we have ended up using recycled materials in a number 
of our construction areas. We have used railroad ties that are not 
wood or steel, but plastic made from recycled gasoline tanks from 
automobiles. It has not only been a cheaper alternative, it lasts bet- 
ter. And because it is not metal, some of the grounding that is nec- 
essary for electric light rail operations can be avoided, thereby sav- 
ing us even more money. And that has been very important. 
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Second, let me turn to operations. Operations, obviously critically 
important to be able to reduce our environmental impact. We are 
the largest purchaser of diesel fuel in the State of Oregon, about 
6.5 million gallons per year. Anything we can do to be able to im- 
prove our fuel efficiency makes for lots of improvements. Not only 
have we done things like ensuring the tire pressure is up, our 
steering mechanisms are tight, we are not losing to friction, but we 
have also introduced what I like to refer to as Ralph Cramden 
meeting NASCAR. 

The typical bus engine is 285 horsepower, about 45 of those 
horsepower are used to mechanically — for mechanical functions of 
engine, particularly water pumps and other mechanical elements. 
We have been able to, in a joint effort with EMP, be able to intro- 
duce electrification of those, what are called “parasitic loads” on the 
engine. As a result we have been able to gain between 5 and 7 per- 
cent higher fuel efficiency from just that one area. 

Third, let me address specifically the area of social equity. We 
have found that as we are building large projects and we are build- 
ing it through communities, we have made a commitment that said 
that those communities will in fact be able to benefit from our con- 
struction activities not only in terms of direct hire, but in terms of 
the contracting and subcontracting that is done to build those 
projects. And we are very proud that we have set the bar very high. 
As a result, we have been able to achieve some of the highest levels 
of participation of minority and women-owned businesses that have 
been on any public project within the State of Oregon. 

Let me give you two examples of the areas that we have done 
that has been so successful. Number one is that many of our small, 
minority-owned businesses in the trucking field are really very 
small businesses, one or two trucks per company. But to be able 
to have them move to the ability to be able to participate in a large 
construction project is just too much effort for the general con- 
tractor. 

What we did was put together a collation in one of our neighbor- 
hood associations whereby the general contractor could go to this 
coalition, and just as different needs for a daily basis, a truck or 
two at this location, three at this location, they would just go down 
through the list of these very small businesses, and being able to 
have them allocate that truck to that location. It meant that the 
general contractor was able to be operating efficiently, but it also 
meant that those businesses were able to participate in large con- 
struction projects that would not have occurred otherwise. Not only 
did we get quality, we got price as well in that. 

Second, we have really broken down our contracting into very 
small pieces that thereby allows for smaller firms, again minority- 
and women-owned businesses, to be able to participate by being 
able to get bite-sized pieces of work that is critically important. 

Well, this work has not only been at Oregon. I have also chaired 
the effort on behalf APTA, the American Public Transit Associa- 
tion, to be able to lead sustainability efforts there. I am very 
pleased to note that we now have a framework for all transit prop- 
erties or transit-related businesses to be able to sign up to sustain- 
ability principles, to be able to be a signatory to that, and to be 
able to achieve higher levels of participation. 
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With that, I would just like to to stress that I think it is very 
important to he able to see least-cost planning type concepts ap- 
plied to sustainability, because I believe that in the long run, when 
we in fact utilize least-cost planning, we will see that over time, 
when one looks at costing, that the investments in sustainability 
not only make good sense for the environment, they make good eco- 
nomic sense as well. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, I 
thank you for the invitation to address you today on the important issue of putting sustainability 
into practice. Throughout my career, I have been committed to advancing the practice of 
sustainability in order to enhance the livability of our communities and provide for the security 
of the nation as a whole. 

When I left the Environmental Protection Agency to lead TriMet in 1998, 1 did so because I saw 
then (as I do now) that public transportation is an essential part of putting America on the path to 
sustainability. Not only does public transit provide an energy-efficient and environmentally 
friendly transportation choice that ensures access to opportunity for all of our citizens, it also 
helps shape our communities and regions in ways that support and connect healthy, vibrant 
neighborhoods. At a time when America must stimulate its economy, create more jobs, revitalize 
communities, and reduce its dependence on foreign oil, expanding public transportation can 
make a significant contribution quickly and cost-effectively. 

To ensure that the potential benefits of transit are realized in our region, I have made 
sustainability a clear and central strategic focus for the agency from the start of my tenure as 
General Manager. For TriMet, moving towards sustainability means pursuing social, 
environmental and economic performance in a unified way: 

• It means evaluating what and where we build, how we construct and operate what we 
build, and who is included in the use, operation and construction of our system. 

• It means delivering frequent and reliable service that provides a viable transportation 
alternative to driving alone, while ensuring transit equity and demonstrating 
environmental leadership in how service is provided. 

• It means working with our contractor and agency partners to ensure that the major capital 
investments we make are building environmentally innovative, cost-effective projects 
that support our region’s land use and transportation goals, even as the benefits of those 
investments are shared among all members of our community. 

This testimony provides examples of TriMet’s leadership in the three legs of sustainability, as 
they are framed from the perspective of the public transportation provider in the Portland region. 
In particular, we share the successes and lessons learned from our efforts to: 

1. Support our region’s growth vision through high quality transit coordinated with 
land use planning; 

2. Green how we build and operate our system; 

3. Ensure equitable access to our services and the economic opportunities associated 
with the investments we are making. 

I will then conclude by offering suggestions for how the federal government could apply these 
lessons to foster similar success in other communities. 


1. Coordinating high quality transit with land use planning has been central to the success 
of the Portland region. 


262 


How do we unleash the power of public transportation to protect our environment and enhance 
our communities’ livability? To begin, the federal government must do its part to expand transit 
availability and promote compact and efficient land use patterns and transit-oriented 
development. Efficient land use, combined with high quality transit service, particularly fixed 
guideway service — subway, light rail, commuter rail, streetcar and bus rapid transit — produces 
results far beyond the immediate benefit of increased use of public transportation. 

Efficient land use has the potential to significantly change the way we live and travel, reducing 
our individual carbon footprints while preserving and enhancing our mobility. Higher densities 
allow for closer proximity of housing, employment and retail, reducing driving distances and 
enabling communities to plan for and support alternative travel options. In many central business 
districts, trips taken for shopping, dining or other non-commuting purposes are often made on 
foot— even by those who drive to work. 

In the Portland region, we have seen the benefits of this approach. For over 30 years, the region 
has been pursuing a radically different path than most urban areas of the United States. In the 
1970’s, the region chose to cancel a long-standing freeway expansion program and instead direct 
resources into a multi-modal transportation system. This was coupled with the establishment of 
an urban growth boundary and the alignment of regional and local land use and transportation 
plans. 

The result of this marriage of smart transportation investments — particularly transit — ^and land 
use planning is more compact, efficient cities that are easier to serve with non-automobile 
transportation modes. Reliable bus service, streetcar and light rail lines, combined with attention 
to bicycle and pedestrian planning, ensure that residents who choose not to drive can take 
advantage of a variety of other travel options. 

• Between 1 996 and 2006, transit ridership in the region grew by 46 percent, while 
population only grew 16 percent. 

• At the same time, daily vehicle miles traveled (DVMT) per capita in the Portland region 
declined by 8 percent. In contrast, national DVMT per capita rose by 8 percent over the 
same period.’ 





Source: Metro Regional Government: httD://\vww.oreEonmetro.gov/index.cfin/go/bv.web./id=26796 
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In addition to helping the region meet federal air quality standards, these trends are reducing 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and helping address climate change, Between 1990 and 2007, 
community-wide GHG emissions for the City of Portland and Multnomah County, the area’s 
most urbanized county, dropped 17 percent on per capita basis.^ 

And it is clear that residents have discovered these alternative ways of getting around in our 
mixed use neighborhoods, such as Northwest Portland. When comparing the travel patterns that 
we see in this dense section of the Portland region with just the rest of the Portland region (which 
many people recognize is less automobile dependent than many of the nation’s suburban areas), 
we see dramatic differences. Specifically; 

• Residents are about 1 1 times more likely to take public transportation than they are in the 
region as a whole. 

• They are four and half times more likely to walk, and about two times more likely to go 
by bicycle on those trips. 

• On average, individuals in these denser, mixed-use communities drive about half as many 
miles and have one-half the car-ownership as compared to the typical average person in 
the rest of our community.^ 


Traasportatioii Mode Share by Transit and Land Use Characteristics 


Mode Share 



Laoid Use Type 

Pem»t 

Auto 

Percent 

Walk 

Ffeirent 

Traoidt 

Permit 

Bite 

Percent 

Other 

VeludleMles 

perCajj^ta 

Anto 

Owoenh^per 

Hoasdmld 

Good 

Tiansit/Mixed 

Use 

58.1% 

27.0% 

11.5% 

1.9% 

1.5% 

9.S0 

0.93 

Good Transit 
<Wy 

74.4% 

15.2% 

7.9% 

1.4% 

1.1% 

12.38 

1.50 

Remaiiider of 

Mnltoomadi 

Coooiy 

81.5% 

9.7% 

3.5% 

1.6% 

3.7% 

17.34 

1.74 

R^nainderof 

RegioQ 

873% 

6.1% 

1.2% 

0.8% 

4.6% 

21.79 

1.93 

Source: Nfctro Travel Survey 


As these results demonstrate, the aggressive development of high capacity transit coupled with 
regional land use management has made the Portland region a successful model that could 
provide a framework for other regions to emulate as we think about how to leverage federal and 
local investments in the creation of livable communities. 


^ City of Portland Office of Sustainable Development: httD://www.Dortlapdonline,com/osd/index.cftn?c=4 1 896 
^ Source: Metro Regional Government Household Travel Survey 
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2. TriMet continually improves its own sustainabiBtv practices in construction and 
operations to benefit our community and the planet while helping the bottom line. 

Another area in which the Portland region aims to lead by example is greening how we build our 
projects and run our transit operations. While high quality transit service itself is inherently part 
of a livable community, by advancing their own sustainability practices, transit providers can 
expand the benefits enjoyed by communities in return for their investment in transit. 

Greening our Construction Practices 

As TriMet grows its transit system to meet the increasing transit needs of our community, it 
undertakes numerous construction projects, from bus stop improvements to light rail lines. 
Through carefully selecting products, incorporating green design principles and analyzing the 
impact of its construction choices, TriMet ensures the projects built today support a healthy 
community tomorrow. Adding new green construction practices to proven methods, TriMet is 
committed to building our projects in a “community- and earth-friendly way,” as expressed in 
our agency Sustainability Policy. 

TriMet’s Interstate MAX Yellow Line light rail project, completed in 2004, provides a model for 
how to build these projects in a sustainable way. During design and construction of the rail line, 
TriMet pioneered new practices that both protect the environment and save money. The project 
capitalized on the innovative thinking of TriMet staff and contractors alike to find new and 
creative ways to apply sustainable building practices to transit construction projects. Innovative 
green construction practices, many applied to light rail construction for the first time, saved $3 
million in construction costs over conventional light rail design and construction, at the same 
time reducing waste and recycling materials. Some of the highlights of these include; 

• Plastic railroad ties and bollards - TriMet was the first to use recycled plastic railroad 
ties in embedded light rail trackway. The MAX line used 6,000 plastic ties made of 
recycled plastic automobile gas tanks. The project was also the first to use bollards with 
recycled plastic content in paved portions of the trackway. The bollards and the recycled 
plastic chain discourage pedestrians from crossing the trackway. The plastic bollards are 
20 percent cheaper than steel, saving $100,000. The plastic bollards also eliminated the 
need for grounding that is required for steel bollards, saving an additional $150,000. 

• Keusing and recycling materials - TriMet reused materials, such as concrete curbs, 
sidewalks, trees and asphalt that were located along Interstate Avenue, which saved 
money by reducing the amount of new materials purchased and the cost of sending 
materials to landfills. On several acres of track construction, TriMet used innovative civil 
engineering design that allows the existing road base concrete to stay in place while a 
new layer of asphalt is laid on top. This practice saved nearly $2.4 million in demolition, 
trucking and disposal fees. In sections where the existing roadway couldn’t be left in 
place, TriMet used recycled asphalt and concrete as base materials for roadway, trackway 
and sidewalks. About 80,000 yards of material was used in all, enough to cover a 50-foot- 
wide strip, five miles long and 1.5 feet deep. TriMet saved $186,000 by foregoing the 
purchase of solely virgin materials and on disposal fees. Old steel trolley rails uncovered 
during excavation were excavated, saved and recycled into rebar. 
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Building on the success we achieved with the Interstate Yellow Line MAX, TriMet continued to 
focus on innovative, green practices during the construction of the new I-205/Portland Mall 
Green Line MAX, which opened for service last fall. Please see the attached Yellow and Green 
Line Fact Sheets for more detail. How we manage stormwater and landscaping to protect water 
quality and quantity have been particular focuses of the most recent project and across our 
facilities. Our strategies include: 

• Stormwater management - While building new facilities, TriMet focuses on 
improvements and innovation for stormwater management. Where possible, natural 
landscaping systems are used employing bioswaies, natural filtration, and other systems 
that return water naturally to the ground. 

o Along the new Green line, street stormwater runoff is treated through bio- 
filtration planters outfitted with iimovative planting and landscape areas. TriMet 
also added landscaping that includes visually appealing planting strips and 
bioswales for water filtration to treat the stormwater from the street, tracks and 
light rail operations. Dry wells associated with the bioswales detain the cleaned 
water and gradually release it into the soil to replenish ground water and reduce 
the flooding and scouring of streams and rivers. Some of the innovative 
stormwater treatment activities and systems installed by TriMet include: 

■ Incorporating a cast-bronze art scupper in a pond that collects stormwater 
and treats it naturally in a bioswale 

• Installing new stormwater treatment devices in drains that reach the 
Willamette River 

• Using porous concrete pavers on station platform areas to allow rainwater 
to naturally filter into the ground 

■ Routinely sweeping the Park & Ride lots and garage parking areas to keep 
sediment and other contaminants out of streams and the groundwater. 

■ As part of the Green Line MAX project, TriMet also installed 290 Silva 
Cells, a modular underground bio-retention system that improves 
stormwater management and encourages healthy tree growth near station 
platforms. 

• Landscaping practices - To reduce water use and limit pesticide and other chemical 
requirements in landscaping practices, TriMet incorporates “water wise” landscaping into 
all its new landscaping projects, focusing on nature-scaping — using hardy, pest-resistant 
native plants with water conservation in mind. 

o By adjusting to more native, water-efficient landscaping practices over the past 
five years, TriMet has reduced water demand, incorporated landscaping into site 
design to reduce heating and cooling costs, reduced stormwater runoff, reduced 
pesticide use and generated less yard debris from pruning and trimming. 
Achieving these environmental benefits paid off for TriMet in another way: 
Reducing landscaping expenses by more than $200,000 per year. All existing 
TriMet landscaping is being phased to nature-scaping principles as well. 

o Tree preservation and replacement were project priorities during Green Line 
MAX construction. More than 1,200 trees were planted as part of the project. 
TriMet also added 5.2 acres of diverse landscaping — including native vegetation 
such as red-flowering currant, tall Oregon grape and western red cedar — designed 
to flourish with minimal maintenance. 
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Greening Operations 

At TriMet, we have worked hard to improve the efficiency of our vehicles, benefiting the 
environment and our budget. Through a concerted focus by our operators and mechanics on 
reducing idling at layovers, adjusting transmission and shift points, front-end alignments and 
steering control arms, and maintaining a set tire pressure, TriMet has reduced fuel consumption 
in our bus fleet by over 7.5 percent since 2000. We use regenerative braking on our light rail 
trains, akin to hybrid-electric cars, to reduce energy consumption by over 20 percent. Our 
region’s electricy supply is already relatively clean, with a substantial portion being derived from 
hydropower. We also pioneered the use in transit applications of new thermal management 
equipment inspired by the U.S. military and NASCAR to further improve our bus fleets’ fuel 
economy, with early results suggesting an additional fiiel savings of 5 percent. Last year, TriMet 
and our manufacturing partner BMP received the EPA’s Clean Air Excellence Award for this 
innovation. TriMet also uses a 5 percent biodiesel blend throughout our fleet. 

The Total Transit System 

Complementing these operational efficiencies and construction innovations, we make our service 
as attractive as possible to increase ridership and further heighten our efficiency gains on a per 
passenger basis. We do this through a focus on what we call the Total Transit System: providing 
frequent, reliable service during all times of the day and every day of the week; clear customer 
information; easy access to stops; comfortable places to wait for transit; and modem vehicles. 

TriMet’s online Trip Planner gives users step-by-step instructions showing how much to pay, 
how long the trip will take, and how to get to a destination using buses, MAX and the Portland 
Streetcar — including where to board, make transfers and walking directions. In addition to 
helping customers plan their trip, we also think it is important, especially in this era of extreme 
time management, to recognize that merely having published schedules for our public transit 
system is not enough. We need to provide our customers with real time information about their 
transit trip. 

To do this for our customers, TriMet has developed Transit Tracker. This is a system that can be 
accessed either through an office or home computer or by your cell phone. By entering the 
location ID of the bus stop or train station, you are able to get the actual arrival time of the next 
bus or train. For those of us who are regular transit users, as I am, it takes the guesswork out. It 
means that you can relax or read, get a cup of coffee, or know that you need to stay there because 
your ride is expected in a couple of minutes. We now receive over one and a half million calls 
per month to the Transit Tracker service because people want to have greater control of their 
lives and be able to better manage their time while still making use of the public transit option. 

Google is on the forefront of providing mapping for all sorts of travel and locational needs. As 
they began to include transit options in their tools and looked across the country at transit 
systems, they chose Portland, Oregon. They did this in part because we had the data necessary to 
provide the mapping, but also because TriMet has personnel that are committed to providing 
tools to assist our riders in making it easy and convenient to use our system. This reflects our 
commitment to ensure transit becomes an integral part of their lives and an element of how they 
operate on a day in and day out basis. Google has now expanded that system to over 400 cities 
around the world based on the model developed with TriMet. 
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Leading the Industry by Example 

As a result of these efforts, TriMet is recognized as a sustainability leader in the transit industry. 
Yet TriMet is certainly not alone in our pursuit of sustainability. The American Public 
Transportation Association (APTA), which represents over 1 500 transit agencies and transit- 
related businesses — 90 percent of transit riders travel on APTA member systems — has launched 
an industry-wide sustainability commitment including both the agency which deliver transit 
service and the many businesses that support them, I am proud to chair this effort on behalf of 
APTA. This commitment is performance-based and sets clear reduction targets for water usage, 
criteria air pollutants and water pollutant discharge, carbon emissions, energy use and waste. The 
structure of the commitment is such that transit systems and supporting businesses with the 
highest level of environmental performance are being asked to continuously improve their 
performance. (See attached APTA Sustainability Commitment document.) 


3. TriMet offers a model for ensuring that all members of our community benefit from 
our investments, either as users or providers of our services and projects. 

Provision of public transit ensures access to the places, goods and services that are essential for 
all of our communities to have vital participation in all aspects of society. Transportation is 
needed to attend school, get to jobs, access health care and participate in social, recreational or 
civic activities. The construction, operation and maintenance of transportation projects also offer 
direct economic opportunities to community members. 


Ensuring Transit Equity and Environmental Justice 

When people cannot afford a private vehicle, public transportation is necessary to ensure that 
everyone in a community has access to all the activities offered in society. Socioeconomic and 
demographic analyses demonstrate that the people in our community who are most likely to be 
transit-dependent are economically disadvantaged populations. 

Transportation equity issues arise when transportation benefits accrue disproportionately to the 
wealthier and more educated segment of society, while transportation burdens (such as 
environmental impacts) fall disproportionately on people of color and/or individuals at the lower 
end of the socioeconomic spectrum. As such, transit equity is intimately tied to environmental 
justice. 

Transit equity and environmental justice are considerations in decisions about the following: 

• Transit service to low-income neighborhoods and communities of color 

• Placement ofbus stops and shelters 

• Allocation of new low-floor buses 

• Serving non-English-speaking populations 
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Transit service to low-income neighborhoods and communities of color 
TriMet’s goal is to ensure the allocation of service and amenities is fair and equitable throughout 
our system. By providing high quality service equitably throughout the region, TriMet can attract 
and serve more riders, which in turn helps strengthen the system. TriMet has traditionally 
planned transit service and on-street amenities to achieve the highest ridership potential, without 
regard to income, race or neighborhood. To determine how service lines up with transit equity 
goals, TriMet used the latest data from the US Census to look at where low-income and minority 
populations are located in the district. 

TriMet then analyzed its service in relation to low-income and minority neighborhoods. Most 
Frequent Service lines are in North, Northeast and Southeast Portland, providing high quality 
service to transit-dependent and low-income populations. In addition to having the highest 
frequency in our system, these routes are also designed for a variety of trip purposes, locations 
and times (including commuting, medical appointments, special events and school), and are 
served primarily by easier-to-board low-floor buses. In 2003, TriMet adopted new criteria to 
govern how Frequent Service is to be expanded. The most important factor in the criteria is 
ridership, but one of the factors TriMet also weighs is the density of the transit-dependent 
population. To determine transit dependency, TriMet looks at areas with high proportions of 
low-income residents, seniors and/or persons with disabilities. 

Placement of bus stops and shelters 

TriMet prioritizes its bus stop and shelter improvements on high-ridership Frequent Service 
lines, which are concentrated in transit-dependent areas. As a result, transit equity objectives are 
being met by the priority already applied to those lines. TriMet also uses funding from the Job 
Access Reverse Commute (JARC) program to support transit equity. TriMet is the regional 
administrator for Job Access grants. Some of the grant funds have been used to improve 
conditions at bus stops, by providing new shelters and schedule information. 

Allocation of low-floor buses 

TriMet seeks to ensure that its operations do not have a disproportionate impact on air quality 
within the region. TriMet’s deployment of new low-floor buses helps to achieve this goal 
because of advanced pollution control equipment installed on these new buses. Emissions from 
the bus are substantially less than emissions from TriMet’s older vehicles. The allocation of new 
low-floor buses is an environmental justice consideration because TriMet can control where 
these new buses are placed. Too often, low-income neighborhoods are on the receiving end of 
environmental hazards and pollutants. TriMet looks at the on-road emissions data collected by 
state and federal environmental agencies to map high existing levels of diesel emissions. TriMet 
uses the data to determine which routes new low-floor buses should serve. By placing new buses 
on routes that already have high levels of vehicle emissions, TriMet will not further contribute to 
air pollution in those neighborhoods, TriMet has also secured funds to retrofit its bus fleet with 
diesel particulate traps to further mitigate air pollution. 


Ensuring Inclusive Participation in Economic Opportunity 

To ensure that the fruits of our investment in our public transportation system are shared by all 
members of our community, TriMet continues its national, award-winning model for involving 
minority and women-owned businesses that began with the Interstate MAX Light Rail Project. 
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TriMet has continued to partner with its prime contractors, subcontractors and other agencies to 
remove barriers for disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE) firms to work on our most recent I- 
205/Portland Mall Light Rail Project and the Washington County Commuter Rail line. On 
Interstate MAX, 71 DBEs helped build the project, totaling $36 million in contracts. On the I- 
205/Portland Mall Project, 113 DBE firms received more than $62 million in contracts. Through 
this partnership, prime contractors provide mentoring and access to union apprenticeship 
programs to help small and emerging firms build capacity and expertise in new trades. 

Building capacity 

With a focus to create opportunities that incorporate sustainability and inclusion, TriMet and its 
prime contractors are taking the following steps to help DBEs build business capacity: 

• Providing technical and business assistance to DBEs and other small businesses to ensure 
they are able to provide contracted work. Such assistance includes marketing support, 
fringe benefit package management and safety training. 

• Dividing scopes of work into smaller packages to encourage DBE contractors to bid and 
work alongside larger firms as the smaller firms build capacity. 

• Rotating contracting opportunities created within a division of work. 

• Assisting contractors to ensure their workforce reflects the community. 

• Providing technical assistance and training on estimating, financing, business 
development and job performance. 

• Providing assistance on contract performance, bonding issues, DBE and EEO 
certification and Owner Controlled Insurance Program (OCIP) forms. 

• Facilitating relationships with organized labor in all crafts, bringing experienced workers 
and formalized apprenticeship programs to DBE contractors. 

• Facilitating relationships with financial institutions and advancing resources to improve 
cash flow for DBE contractors; 

• Creating opportunities for promising new companies to have on-the-job general 
contractor experience by managing multiple subcontractors for a complete portion of the 
work. 

Expanding expertise 

Similar to the Interstate MAX Project, prime and subcontractors are mentoring minority, women 
and emerging firms to teach new skills and recruiting new DBEs to the marketplace. 

• C.O.A.T. (Chicks of All Trades) Flagging was recruited from the private sector to 
provide traffic management services for the Portland Mall project. 


Affordable Electric was recruited from the private sector to help bring additional 
diversity to the electrical trades and provide track conduit installation. 
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• Raimore Construction was recruited to perform concrete and brick flatwork and assist 
with diversifying the trades. 

Additionally, prime contractors are creating opportunities for promising new minority companies 
to have on-the-job general contractor experience by managing multiple subcontractors for a 
complete portion of the work. Two include: 

• Pacificmark is performing turnkey design/build work for building expansion and 
improvements. 

• Liberty Steel Erectors is performing significant elements of the Steel Bridge retrofit. 
Breaking down barriers 

Past practices discouraged minority DBE firms and workers from Joining trade unions. TriMet’s 
projects have helped open the door for more diversity in union ranks, with trades fully embracing 
diversity and providing access to their apprenticeship programs. The DBE program has partnered 
with local union halls to provide one job agreements to DBE contractors. As a result, unions are 
providing: 

• Employees with benefits and pension plans. 

• DBEs with another avenue of continued employment. 

• Formal apprenticeship programs that benefit labor from communities of color. 

• Experienced craftsmen to build the capacity to work on diverse scopes of work. 

• Marketing for contractors on other projects. 

• Partnerships with union halls rather than adversity. 

Marketing and management support 

TriMet developed an online directory to help DBE firms market themselves to prime contractors. 
The DBE directory highlights each firm’s expertise, experience on similar projects, insurance 
and business philosophy. Minority, women and emerging small businesses are included in the 
directory. In addition, a new integrated web-based reporting program, called Elation Systems, 
has been implemented. This software provides real-time data on DBE and diverse workforce 
usage and payroll, and recalculates DBE involvement as change orders are implemented, making 
diversity tracking a truly measurable deliverable. Together, and in partnership with all of its 
prime contractors, TriMet continues to expand the model that builds capacity in an inclusive and 
sustainable manner within the DBE community, as well as the small and emerging business 
community. 


Where we go from here: Applying the Lessons Learned 

As we think about how our Federal partners can help other communities apply the lessons we’ve 
learned in Portland, the first thing to note is how encouraging it is to have partners who are 
serious about helping build livable communities. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
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Administrator Peter Rogoff has already had the FTA act on a number of key issues that would 
accelerate the delivery and improve the quality of highly beneficial transit projects across the 
country. These steps will ensure that economic development and environmental benefits are 
considered in New Starts project ratings, as Congress intended, rather than rewarding sprawl as 
previous policies directed. Under Administrator Rogoff, the FTA is also taking encouraging 
steps to better recognize and support walking and biking in connection with the use of transit. He 
is also ensuring that FTA is fulfilling Congress’ will as it considers funding streetcar projects 
under the Small Starts program to streetcar projects. These are the types of policy direction that 
TriMet has long encouraged at FTA, and it is heartening to see that the FTA is once again 
working to support transit’s role in building livable communities. 

We are also hugely encouraged by the cooperation of Secretaries Donovan and LaHood and 
Administrator Jackson through their interagency Sustainable Communities Partnership. By 
breaking down the administrative silos between and among their agencies, the Partnership is 
helping communities make wise choices that integrate transportation, housing and land use 
considerations. By sharing their expertise across programs and rewarding the behavior they want 
to see, the agencies are leveraging their combined programs to help communities across the 
country plan for and attain their vision of sustainability and community livability. With the 
announcement of U.S. DOT’s Transportation Investments Generating Economic Recovery 
(TIGER) grants, we were pleased to see these new approaches result in a better balance among 
the types of projects being supported by federal investment and a strong tie to the range of 
potential benefits and impacts the projects would have in their communities. 

What the Administration has proposed will go a long way toward supporting the development of 
livable communities. One concern is that initial proposals out of HUD for their Sustainable 
Communities grants do not mandate a role for transit - which we know is essential for making 
livable communities. This may be appropriate for the regional plarming grants, but not so for the 
community challenge grants, which appear more focused on implementation. Supporting actual 
project implementation that embodies the outcomes we’re striving for will be key to building 
sustainable communities. Transit agencies must be at the table with cities, metropolitan planning 
organization (MPOs) and housing developers to make this happen. The importance of this 
region-wide coordination is a key lesson from our experience in the Portland region. 

There are numerous examples of promising projects underway in our region, which could use 
direct support and which might be models for other areas. For example, we are currently working 
with the Housing Authority of Portland to improve transit access as part of the Hillsdale Terrace 
redevelopment project for which they have applied to the HOPE VI program. While we 
recognize that the current use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) to fund the 
initiative may dictate which recipients are eligible for grants, there is a way to ensure transit 
agency participation in these planning efforts, either through heavily weighted criteria for 
partnership or through a direct requirement that transit be at the table. 

It would also seem that, although we do need to strengthen capacity-building among MPOs for 
integrated regional planning, these initiatives must also support technical capacity-building 
within transit agencies (something we have, but most do not) to be viable partners with MPOs on 
these planning efforts, especially those that are modeling-heavy. 
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While the agencies in the Partnership are working hard to help advance sustainability in 
communities across the country, the vast oversubscription of the TIGER and FTA’s Transit 
Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reductions (TIGGER) grant programs 
demonstrates the scale of unmet demand for resources to implement the projects that will make 
our communities more livable. Just as our interstate highway system was built with major federal 
investments in the last century, we cannot expect to build the transit, bike and pedestrian 
infrastructure we need to meet the challenges of the 21“ century without a central federal role 
and substantial federal investment to complement that made locally. 

In evaluating and financially supporting sustainability investments, it is important for the federal 
government to be mindful of the need to consider costs and benefits over the lifecycle of the 
investment. While the TIGER and TIGGER grant programs laudably evaluated lifecycle costs 
and benefits, there are other areas of federal transportation programming where upfront capital 
costs are considered to the exclusion of operational savings. In our experience, these potentially 
higher first costs are often recouped in the near term through reduced operating expenses. The 
New Starts program for major transit capital projects is one such area where innovation can often 
be discouraged due to an emphasis on upfront cost-containment. 

In conclusion, let me emphasize that the future prosperity of our nation, in many ways, will rely 
on a dramatically expanded public transit system — a system that provides high quality 
transportation for most of our citizens. It must be a system that helps reverse the threat of global 
climate change. And, finally, it must facilitate the integration of our transportation and land use 
systems. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. 
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Setting ttie Sustainability Standard 


For more than a decade, TrlMet has set 
transit industry standards for the inclusion 
of sustainable initiatives and programs 
throughout the agency, TrilVIet began its 
sustafnabiflty efforts in earnest in the 1990s 
by making environmental leadership a 
guiding principle. The agency most visibly 
demonstrates its leadership throughout its 
operations and in the construction of light rail 
profects. Some of the TriMet’s more notable 
sustainable initiatives fnciude; 

Energy and fuel efficiency 
® Regenerative braking technology, first used 
on MAX trains in 1998, redirects excess 
kinetic energy generated by one train to 
another via the overhead wires, and now 
provides 20 to 25 percent of the system’s 
propulsion power. 

• TriMet has improved fuel economy in its 
bus fleet by reducing idling, adjusting tire 
pressure and transmissions, and exploring 
efficient cooling system technologies 
inspired by NASCAR. 



As part of iight rail zonstrutt^on along i-20S, TriMst installed 
sound walls made with new technology that dlls Che hvalls 
wwi recyaea wes. 


To impmue fuel efficimcy, TriMets mamtemnce team 
pioneered using NASCAR moling system technology on our 
buses. 

Reuse and recycle 

® TriMet was the first to use materials such 
as recycled plastic railroad ties and bollards 
in a light rail project. Recent projects have 
also used recycled tires in sound walls and 
reused existing pavement materials as new 
construction backfill. 

• TriMet iTiaintenance recycles everything 
from used oil and scrap metal to used 
headlights and cracked vyindshieids. Crews 
also retread tires up to three times before 
recycling used tires with a ioca! rubber 
recycling facility, 

® A new bus vyashing facility is being built 
to use water more effidentiy and reclaim 
water for reuse. 

StoimwateT mafiagemeiit 
® Installation of innovative stormwater 
features like vegetated bioswales and 
tree bio--retention systems has become a 
standard construction practice at TriMet, 


Tii©MET 

See where it takes you. 
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Standard project Feature. 

Future sustainability efforts 
With the experience dcqusred from TrlMel's 
past innovdlions and tht. avaUabillty of new 
lechnelogies- the agency is striving to lake 
sustainability to the next level. Here are sorrse oF 
the cutting edge iniridtive*' TrIMet is exploring: 

Wayside storage of Mnetic energy 
TriMeC will explore the placement of storage 
devices at key points on MAX alignments to 
collect excess kinetic energy generated by 
Crains moving “downhill.” This stored energy 
would then be availabie whenever the next Crain 
passed, without energy loss. 

STOart inigation teclinology 
In addition to naturescaping, TriMet plans to 
employ smart irrigation technology, which 
calculates irrigation needs based on real- 
time weather data, site landscaping and soil 
information. This technology reduces Che amount 
of water needed to maintain healthy plants and 
trees. 


*52 


C eiws reclaimed granite ''emomd from 5di mid 6th avenues to 
create o bench at the Poidand Mail'.- South Terminm, and the 
pioia IS lined with peivious pmers. 

Renewable energy for transit operations 
TriMtl has taken steps to build renewable 
cnesgy sources, such as wind cebines and solar 
arrays, into opemring faeikdes, such as signal, 
cornnmnicadon and substation buildings on 
the Portland Mail and die Merio LIFT faciliry. 

The agency is seeking to expand this effort with 
future projects so tiansit operations ate 'n part 
powered by senewable energy sources 

Pervious paveineiit Installation 
TriMet will look los opportunities to instcift 
pervious pavement systems -at Park & Ride 
facilides and on sidewalk.^ to ntcluce stormwaler 
runoff and assist with infiltration. 

National teadeTship role in APIA 
TriMet has led the American Public Transit 
Association's sustainability efforts to advance 
standards and best practices throughout the 
industry. This includes leading the development 
of a new perfomiance-based APIA Sustainability 
Commitment, to which TriMet was a Founding 
Signatory. For more information on TriMet’s 
sustainability initiatives, visit irimeiorg/ 


Tt l©MET 
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An enwIroTiinental mottei: 
IfiteTstate MAX constTiiction 

Innovative green construction practices saved S3 mifhon over cor^ventionai 'light rail design and construction. 


A commltmeTit to out 
enwironTnent 

TrIMet is an environmentaS leader in the transit Industry- 
Adding new green construction practices Co proven 
methods, TriMet Is committed to environmental 
procectfon,, 

Construction innovations 

TriMec worked with its contractors Stacy and Witbeck, 
Inc., and FE Ward to test and develop new practices for 
light rail construction. This coliaboralive effort resulted 
in several innovations and cost saving on the MAX 
Yellow Line along Interstate Avenue. 

Plastic Tailfoad ties 

TriMet was the first to use recycled plastic railroad ties 
tr\ cnini-tcicoeo fiyni:. rait 

I trackway. Instead of using 
steel, the MAX line used 
6,000 plastic ties made of 
recycled plastic automobile 
gas tanks. Another benefit 
is that Che plastic ties won’t 
aitoci. tnc tw\K si^naiiM';;! 

system, unlike steel ties. 

Plastic bollards 

The interstate MAX Light Rail Project was the first to 
use bollards with recycled plastic content in paved 
portions of Che trackway. The bollards and the recycled 
plastic chain discourage pedestrians fi'om crossing Che 
trackway. The plastic bollards are 20 percent cheaper 
Chan steel, saving $100,000. The plastic bollards also 
eliminated the need for grounding chat Is required for 
steel bollards, saving an additional $ 150,000. 


Ellmifiating wooden and steel forms 

Four miles of trackway 
concrete was placed by the 
extrusion method— speeding 
yp consdiictlon work and 
eliminating the need for wooden 
and steel forms. 

Reusing materials 

TrilVlet reused materials, such as concfete curbs, 
sidewalk-s. trees and asphalt that were locaroa aiong 
interstate Avenue, which saved money by reducing the 
arnounc of new mater'als purchased and die cosr of 
sending materials to iandfiils. 

Layering instead of Temoving 

On several acres of crack construction, TriMet used 
innovative civil engineering design ihal allows the 
existing road base concrete to stay irs place while a new 
layer of asphalt is on too, Thi.s practice saved nearly 
S2 miliion in demolition, irucking and disposal fees. 

Recycling pavement 
and track 

in sections where the existing 

roadway couldn't be left hi 

place, TriMet used retyclcd 

aspii-iii and concrete as base 

mjterials for roadway, track'way 

and sidewalks. About 80,000 

yards of materiai was used sn all. enough to cover a 

50-foot -wide strip, live miles long and ! 5 feet cicep. 

TriMer saved $186,000 by foregoing the purchase 

or solely vligin ri'^otenais and on disposal fees Old 

sreei troliev mils uncovered during eKfavarion were 

e.xcav.Tied, saved and recycled inio lebar. 


TRI^MET 
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Reusing excawatei soils 

TriMet worked with environmental regulators so that 
excavated soils could be reused on site- Rather than 
haul existing soil to a disposal site, TriMel: showed the 
soil was not polluted and could be reused as fill material 
along the line. 

stormwater managewient 

Where construction was near waterways, TrlMet came 
up with environmentally sensitive solutions and the 
innovation of Incorporating art into Its stormwater 
management projects. 

At Delta PaA/Vanport Station 

TriMel constructeo a pond with plantmgs and s^itworK 
to collect and natnroily clean 
srormwaie! runofrfrom the Park & 

Ride lot at the Delta ParkWanport 
MAX Station, A Dioswale receives 
tunoff from die A, 000 -fool Vanpoit 
Bridge via a cast oronze art scuppei, 
providing natural filn alien prior to 
entering the sloi rn ‘rewer system. 

Using d water quality f)ond, FriMet ■ 

saved $ 186,000 by rvoiditig the cost 
of dddirionai piping and a punu ing 
station. 

At N Prescott St Station 

A rail scu!prurt> suggesilve of a ship's prow at the 
N Prescott Si MAX Station .gather^ ramwater and 
funnels it to a drain leading to the nearby bio-fitratiun 
greenspace. 

Filtering roadway runoff 

TriMet replaced four drains that sent polluted storTriwater 
into the Wiliamette River. The new drains trap and filter out 
debris and pollutants from 36 acres of roadway. 


Eco-frienllylandscapinf and 
buildings 

TriMet tripled the number of trees planted along 
Interstate Avenue, and numerous large trees were 
placed in the area. Neighbors helped select the size 
and type of tree species to be planted. Naturescaping 
principles were applied when selecting plantings 
that could survive in an urban 
environment using less water, 
fertilizers and pesticides. 

Wetlands 

[riMtd expanaeo and re-created 

Ihe wetlanci next lo ihc Forebay 

Slough on Portland hUetnaiionji 

Raceway propenty Aboui 18,000 

cubic yards of soil were ex^avaled 

[0 allow the newly restote-d wetland 

and the Forebay Slough, to become one ccntiiiuous 

body of water, enhanced die vveUand bv planting 

more than 200 trees 12,000 deci-.luous stifubs and 

12.000 plaras The wehano ptovkies wisd'Te habitat 

and me ability to bio cleanse ihe water. 

Less impervious surfaces 

intoiscatr MAX reduced the amount of impcivious 
surfaces along inlerslote Avenue. More than two acres 
have been converted to pervious allowing 

minwatei lo filler iiilo fhu giouna 

For alteTnatwe foTmats 
contact «s: 

503-2 38--RlDE(7/i33) 
customersen/ice@trimet-Org 
TTY 503-238-5811 


See where it takes you. 

® tflmet.ofg 

May 2CQ8 
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Smstalnatle pfactices on the MAK Cmm Line 





At 


boutr 


Dn Station. The building was retained 
seful facility in the new project. TriMet 
rought new life to an historic structure, 
rmer railroad vector control building at 
Station. Renovated into a substation and 
unicatfons facility for light rail this culturally 
cant building Is functional once more. 

'evious Mai! bus shelters were built as single 
^nents, making their removal and restoration 
icially unviable option. The shelters’ steel, 

2 and metal parts, however, were salvaged. 

greatest extent possible, the project 
ished and replaced existing twin ornamental 
g fixtures on the Mali. Cast iron tree grates, 
"ames for stormwater and wooden benches 
'efurbished and returned to the Mai!. The 
^ Portland reused trashcans, bike racks and 
3ckers at various locations throughout 
:y. 

I walls.- TrlMet relocated approximately 1,810 
f existing sound walls and installing nearly 
rite of new sound walls along the I-205 


TriMet is planning to incorporate green featurt 
into the design of the system buildings’ exteric 
wrap treatmente. The terminus will become ar 
educational space with renewable energy sou 
and stonnwater filtration measures that are hi 
visible throughout the site. 

As available funding allows, photovoltaic pane 
will be included on the exterior structures of d 
new substation and communication buildings. 
This signature pilot program will generate moi 
than 50 kilowatts of power through renewabl 
solar energy. Additionally, 22 wind turbines h 
be mounted on top of the light rail's catenary 
poles will provide up to 1,760 watts of power. 
Approximately 70% of the site’s electrical use 
be provided by renewable energy. 

This renewable energy will generate enough 
power to run LED site lighting, lights for 
illumination of the exterior screen wrap and tl 
buildings’ electrical systems. Energy generatec 
these alternative power sources will go dlrectl 
into Portland General Electrics power grid thr 
a power purchasing agreement- TriMet im6 
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Portland State University will monitor the site’s 
energy output and performance. 

In order to conserve electricity at Che new 750- 
space Clackamas Town Center parking garage, 
TriMet enrolled in the Energy Trust of Oregon’s 
New Buildings program. The program’s financial 
incentives enabled TriMet's electrical contractor 
to install a lighting system Chat will save A96,958 
kilowatt hours per year—that’s almost five times 
the efficiency of a standard code compliant 
fighting system and equals the annual average 
electricity consumption of U.S. households. 
Elements of Che system include energy efficient 
light fixtures and intelligent engineering. 

Stormwater management 
Working with Che City of Portland’s Bureau 
>1 ^rner Ui> Strv'c-. -. ■> ifs C 'u .u 

Transporation, street stormwater runoff is treated 
through bio-filtration planters along SW Jackson 
Street downtown. TrilVlet is providing an innovative 
bio-filtraclon planting and landscape area within 
its property that will effectively treat: ail on-site 
stormwater. 

TriMet also added landscaping that includes 
visually appealing planting strips and bioswales 
for water filtration to treat the stormwater from 
the street, cracks and light rail operations. Water 
treatment planting scrips accompany Che new 
extension of the brick from Market Street to the 
South Terminus. 

For decades, virtually all surfaces along freeway 
corridors such as 1-205 have been impervious, 
allowing water mnoff from the roadway to flow 
directly into stormwater systems, area str'earns 
and rivers. A variety of water quality facilities were 
incorporated into the 1-205 Light Rail Project to 
clean and detain stormwater runoff. 


solutions such as partial water retention measures. 
In addition, parking areas at some of the light 
rail system buildings utilize pervious pavement to 
reduce runoff. 

At Johnson Creek, freeway runoff that contains 
oils, greases and sediment discharges into 
the water. This runoff is warm, co.ntnbutfng 
to an elevated creek temperature. The project 
constructed a new vegetated bieswale that will 
treat and clean 1A acres {60.98^ square feet) 
of runoff. Tlie blosvvales also slow the flow of 
water from the freeway to the cteek. whicii can 
lessen Hooding evenis. 

Construction also included a new bridge over 
1050*^00 Creek and 27 new trees along its bar^k 
t > p u\1de shade, Together, these measures will 


Trees planted downtown can thrive in an urban environment and 
have leaf canopies that allow light to reach the sidewalk. 

help clean the creek and maintain proper water 
temperatures to protect fish. 


TriMet created vegetated bioswaies to filter and 
slow stormwater runoff. Dry wells associated 
with the bioswales detain the cleaned water 
and gradually release it into the soil to replenish 
ground water and reduce the flooding and 
scouring of streams and rivers. In areas where the 
soil is less pervious, TriMet fmpierr^ented creative 


Trees and landscaping 

Tree preservation and replacement was a project 
priority. Light rail construction along 5th and 
6th avenues in downtown Portland required 
Che removal of approximately 194 trees. Urban 
Timberworks salvaged several of the removed 
trees to use as materials for furniture and 
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'Arcs plavccd aJom the /-2t3S ahgnrneril T? iMct ^mtaUed nearly 300 
u^idermourid Mhn -.clh to i’npwvc stotnnvaicr piftmffcmevf arid 
encourage healthy tree growth. 

lesiclesiufdi sD'ucturcs. Othe? removed rrees were 
iised css lumber and bark nrulcli 

esdmated 537 trees remained, and the project 
pitrnrcd 1 n new trees along 5ch and 6th avenues, 
plus 12 nrore at the Soutii Terminus Native tree-^ 
are not well suiled to the urban environment, so 
project partners selected trees to; tlie Mull mat 
could thrive downtown while developing c.inoples 
that allow light to reach the sidewaik area. 

On ihe 1-205 portion of UiO projec!, TriiVlet added 
5.2 >=cres of highly diverse landscaping designed 
to flourish in our climate and urban environment 
with rninimai maii^Cenance The landscaping 
includes native vegetation, such as red-Hovven'ug 
currant, tall Oregon grape and western red cedar. 

While light rail construction required the removal 
of approximately 630 trees along the 1-205 
corridor, more than 1,050 new trees were planted. 

In 2006, TrIMet contracted with Oregon nurseries 
to grow the exact variety of trees needed to 


meet the design intent and to plant more mature 
specimens. The project was able to grow 600 
specific trees; Che remaining 450 trees were 
procured during landscape installation. 

Along the 1-205 alignment, TrIMet has taken 
support of green infrastructure in the Portland 
region In a new direction. By using Silva Cells, 
a modular, underground bio-retention system. 
TriMet is improving stormwater management and 
encouraging healthy tree growth near station 
platforms. 

Adequate soil volumes ere ty-picaHv unavailrsbie 
in urban areas, ofte r causirig street trees to 
die within five to seven years of pianling, and 
potenrialiy worsening the flooding and polluted 
stormwater that rainfiill can create. 

The large quantiu'es of heaidiy soil housed within 
the Silva Ceil serve two iniportanr functions -- 
giowiny; large tsees and tfcaling rainwater ons'te. 
IriMei ordered a loiai of 290 S;lvxi Cells and is 
diviriir.g rirem berween two ta rhtee tsees neas 
each of several swlfon piatfornss along the west 
stae of 205 and I'Orrh of Moigate. 

Reducing emissions 

On the Mail, piojecr cofTracto; Stacy and Witbeck/ 
Kiewll ’^acific, A. ioint Venture, used a B20 
biodiesel blend (20 pescent biodiesel, 80 percent 
pctfoleuni diesel) in Its -.onstrucUon vehicle^, 
reducing the ernKsion of carbon dioxide and toxic 
compounds into the nir. 

For more information about TrIMet sustainability 
practices, please visit trimetorg or call 
503-962-2150. 


Fof alcTnative fefinats 

Contact us at; 

503-238-RIDE {7433| 
customerservice@trimet.org 
TTY 503-238-5811 









281 


DIsadwantaged Business EnterpTise Program 
Continuing a legacy ofimiowation 


TriMet continues its national, award-winning 
mode! for Involving 
minority and 
women-owned 
businesses that 
began with the 
interstate MAX Light 
Rail Frofeci;. TriMel; 
is partnering wilb its 
prime contractors, 
subcontractors and 
other agencies to - 
remove barriers 
for disadvantaged 
business enterprise 
(DBE) firms to work on Che 
l-205/Pori:land Mall Light Rail Prolect and the 
Washington County Commuter Rail line. 

On interstate MAX, 71 DBEs helped build Che 
project, totaling $36 mfilion in contracts. On 
the f-205/Portland Mall Project, 113 DBE firms 
received more Chan $62 million in contracts. 
Through this partnership, prime contractors 
provide mentoring and access to union 
apprenticeship programs to help small and 
emerging firms build capacity and expertise In 
new trades. 

BuiMing capacity 

With a focus to create opportunities that 
incorporate sustainability and inclusion, 

TriMet and its prime contractors are taking the 
following steps to help DBEs build business 
capacity: 


® Providing fechnica! and business 
assistance to DBEs and other small 
businesses to ensure they are able to 
provide contracted work. Such assistance 
includes marketing support, fringe benefit 
package management and safely training. 

® Dividing scopes of work into smaller 
packages to encourage DBE contractors 
to bid and work along side larger firms as 
the smaller firms buiici capacity. 

s Rotating contracting opportunities 

created within a division of work. 

* Assisting contractors to ensure their 
workforce reflects the community. 

* Providing technical assistance and 
training on estimating, financing, business 
development and job performance. 

« Providing assistance on contract 

performance, bonding issues, DBE and 
EEO certiffcaCion and OCiP forms. 

® Facilitating relationships with organized 

labor in ail crafts, bringing experienced 
workers and formalized apprenticeship 
programs to DBE contractors. 

® Facilitating relationships with financial 

institutions and advancing resources to 
improve cash Oow for DBE contractors. 

® Creating opportunities for promising new 
companies to have on-the-job general 
contractor experience by managing 
multiple subcontractors for a compiete 
portion of the work. 



Til©MIT 

See where it takes you. 



•slibronuaccors aie menioring niinorify, women 
and emerging firms to teach fiew skills and 
recruiring new D8Es to die marketplace. 

« C 0-A T. Flaggi ig was s-eciuited from 
the private sector to provide trufMc 
managenient seances for the Porliand 
Mai! profect. 

® Affordable Electric was recuiiccd from 
the priv/ate sector to lit-Ip bring addinona! 
diversity to the electrical trades and provide 
tr.ick conduit instailadon 
* F'^aimore Coiistrncdon was tecriiited to 
perfotm concrete and brsek fialvvcrk arid 
assist with diversifying the trades. 
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DBE Program Status, July 2009 


l-205/PoTtland Mall Light Rail Project 


Prime Contractors 

Total 

DBE 

Number of 

DBE 


Contracts 

Contracts 

DBE Firms 

Percentage 

South Corridor Constructors 

S175,507,0f|0 

$30,088,227 

67 

21.7% 

Stacy and Witbeck/Kiewit Pacific 

$179,535,^123 

$27,705,572 

39 

18.5% 

Howard S. Wright 

$50,525,795 

$7,351,799 

8 

8,7% 

Teufel Nursery 

$2,190,868 

$56,303 

1 

2,6% 

Willis of Portland 

$700,000 

$22,577 

1 

5.6 

Totals 

$378,1ti7,t26 

$62,227i,t|/i5 

113 

16.5% 
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Bio for Fred Hansen 

Fred Hansen was appointed General Manager of TriMet on October 5, 1998. 

General Manager Hansen is recognized as a leader in the transit world, having lectured and 
participated on panels throughout the U.S. as well as around the world. He has carried the 
message that land use and transportation must be fully integrated if we are to address global 
climate change as well as the mobility needs of our citizens. He has been asked to chair the 
sustainability work on behalf of APTA (American Public Transportation Association) as well as 
appearing on many other venues dealing with public transportation. 

Since becoming General Manager, Hansen has embarked upon an aggressive agenda to expand 
transit and transportation options in the greater Portland region. The launching of light rail 
expansion with the first train to the plane on the West Coast in 2001 (Red Line), followed by the 
opening of the Interstate line in 2004 (Yellow Line) and the expected Portland Mall/South 
Corridor line in September of 2009 (Green Line) has resulted in dramatic increases in transit 
ridership. General Manager Hansen also created “Frequent Service Bus” lines. These high 
quality, frequent, seven-day a week lines carry the bulk of all transit bus riders while utilizing 
fewer than half of TriMet’s bus fleet. 

In addition, Hansen created the “Total Transit System” as one of nine guiding principles covering 
all investments for TriMet. This included innovations such as online trip planning, real time bus 
and train arrival times accessible by cell phone or computer. The ‘Total Transit System” also 
included expanding the number of bus shelters with solar lighting, better customer information at 
stops, more safe street crossing to access transit stops and the construction of more sidewalks to 
connect where people live and work. 

Recognizing that transit in the greater Portland region is as much about quality of life as it is 
moving people from point A to point B, Hansen sees investments in transit as transformational 
infrastructure. This means that transit investments need to build new, or revitalize existing, 
neighborhoods, making places where people want to live, work and recreate. 

Prior to his appointment as General Manager, Hansen served as Deputy Administrator of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (the number two person appointed by the President charged 
with protecting the environment, 1994-1998). Previously, Hansen directed the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality from 1984-1994. He also served as Oregon’s Deputy State 
Treasurer, Executive Officer of the Peace Corps and as Chief of Staff to a Member of Congress 
from Oregon. 

As an active member in his community and profession, Hansen serves on numerous boards and 
task forces, including Providence Health System Governing Council - Portland Service Area 
(Chair), Portland Workplace Diversity Task Force, Pioneer Courthouse Square, Portland 
Streetcar, Inc., CALSTART, and the Eno Foundation Board of Advisors. 

A native of Beaverton, Oregon, Hansen attended Sunset High School, graduated Phi Beta Kappa 
from the University of Oregon, earned a master’s degree from McMaster University and 
completed a year of doctoral work at the Johns Hopkins University. 
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Mr. Olver. Mr. Darden. I am beginning to wonder if any staff 
told you all that I was going to allow 7 minutes. Mr. Darden. 

Mr. Darden’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Darden. Good morning. My name is Tom Darden and I am 
the Executive Director of Make it Right. Thank you, Chairman 
Olver and Congressman LaTourette, for inviting me to speak with 
you today. 

Make it Right builds well-designed, safe, sustainable, and afford- 
able homes for working families. We believe these qualities are not 
mutually exclusive, and we aim to be a catalyst for change in the 
building industry. The idea for Make it Right began when actor 
Brad Pitt saw the Lower Ninth Ward, previously the neighborhood 
with the highest rate of homeownership in the city, devastated and 
abandoned 2 years after Hurricane Katrina. He resolved to do 
whatever he could to help. 

In this once vibrant, historic neighborhood, more than a thou- 
sand people died and over 4,000 homes were lost in the greatest 
natural disaster suffered by our Nation. Still, Lower Ninth Ward 
residents, some living in FEMA trailers where their homes once 
stood, and many more scattered across the country, were deter- 
mined to come home and rebuild. Residents told Brad that while 
Katrina exposed their vulnerability, the crisis also created an op- 
portunity to build something better than what existed before. Out 
of these discussions came the principles that would define our 
work, design, safety, sustainability and affordability. 

Make it Right’s immediate goal is to build at least 150 safe, 
healthy, green and affordable homes for former Lower Ninth Ward 
residents. To accomplish this, our organization has become a 
unique laboratory for testing and implementing new construction 
methods, technologies, and materials through learning through 
trial and error. 

So we set out to create highly sustainable homes first, and then 
figure out how to get the cost down, second. We assess all mate- 
rials, systems, and appliances used in our homes by analyzing 
whether they are healthy for humans and safe for the environment. 
This process is based on cradle-to-cradle thinking, a philosophy de- 
veloped by one of Make it Right’s core partners. Bill McDonough, 
who you will hear from next. 

We strive for energy efficiency in every aspect of our homes. The 
building envelope is inflated to be as much as ten times tighter 
than a typical home, allowing smaller heating and cooling systems 
that save energy. We also collect rainwater from the roofs to recy- 
cle onsite. And every roof has solar panels and Energy Star-rated 
appliances. We have engineered wall sections that use 30 percent 
less lumber, but are five times stronger than a traditional struc- 
ture. 

So what is the cost? We set a goal of building LEED Platinum 
homes, the highest rating award by the U.S. Green Building Coun- 
cil. Through design and creative determination. Make it Right was 
able to reduce the cost of building a LEED Platinum home in New 
Orleans by 50 percent in our first attempt. We are currently build- 
ing at $20 per square foot over market rate, but this is an extreme 
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situation with houses built to be storm-resistant and using the 
most advanced technologies available. 

We expect to achieve market rate construction costs while still 
building LEED Platinum homes by the end of this year. And the 
Lower Ninth Ward now has more LEED Platinum homes than any 
other community in the world. Our residents’ energy bills average 
$35 a month, ten times less than a traditional home. 

I actually brought two energy bills here today. The first is my 
personal bill, which is $350. I also brought an energy bill from one 
of our families’ homes of about the same size for about the same 
period, and theirs is $30. So think about what that savings means 
to a working family. 

While some new products and associated training costs are high- 
er, the learning curve is steep and lower operating costs quickly 
offset any up-front premium. And we always look for other ways 
to achieve savings by eliminating waste. Make it Right experi- 
ments with various types of construction methods, enabling us to 
review and compare data on cost, materials used, energy efficiency, 
and other variables to determine which methods are most cost-ef- 
fective. We focus on low-hanging fruit and the highest cost systems 
to find cost reductions. 

We have significantly lowered cost by providing training in solar 
panel installation, pouring pervious concrete, and many other ad- 
vancements to local contractors who had not previously worked 
with these technologies. By elevating contractors’ skill sets, we in- 
crease speed and efficiency on the job site and thereby reduce cost. 

Our solar installation cost has dropped in half since we started. 
We hope that our simple yet committed adapted approach to build- 
ing sustainably will generate lessons learned from the Lower Ninth 
Ward that will help others seeking to provide affordable housing 
while simultaneously addressing the complex ecological challenges 
of our time. 

We are making our methods and data available to anyone. We 
are creating by far the largest green housing research project any- 
where. Eorty tour buses a day visit our site and people come to 
New Orleans just to see what we are doing, so we will have an op- 
portunity to share our message. 

The government has an important role to play in promoting 
homes that are healthy and safe for people in the environment. 
You can help make sustainability a reality in more American com- 
munities by setting standards, investing in green jobs, and encour- 
aging broad partnerships. Do not allow the construction industry to 
put our economic and environmental futures at risk. If we continue 
to build inefficient or unhealthy buildings, society will carry this 
burden for many decades. 

Make green building your baseline, not a theoretical ideal. Sus- 
tainability should be an essential element of the Eederal Govern- 
ment’s housing, transportation and infrastructure efforts as well as 
energy-related legislation. Offer tax credits, grant funding, support 
for research and development and other initiatives to taxpayers, 
businesses, and nonprofits that prioritize sustainability. Invest in 
green jobs and establish national and regional resource centers for 
shared knowledge. 
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As we at Make it Right have learned, investment in experimen- 
tation, research and testing lead to cost savings innovations. 

Locate these resource centers in cities like Detroit, Pittsburgh, 
and New Orleans which are fertile ground for tomorrow’s break- 
throughs. America loves a good comeback story, and if you don’t be- 
lieve me, just ask the New Orleans Saints. 

Thank you for allowing nonprofits to participate directly in Fed- 
eral housing efforts such as the Neighborhood Stabilization pro- 
gram. You can multiply the benefits to the environment and the 
economy by making a broader array of organizations available for 
such programs. Sustainability is not an unattainable goal. It is a 
daily practice in the Lower Ninth Ward. Please join us in our effort 
to create a sustainable future by rethinking the way our buildings 
are built. Thank you for your time. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Subcommittee Hearing on Sustainability in Practice 
Testimony of Tom Darden, Make It Right Executive Director 
March 10, 2010 

My name is Tom Darden and I'm the executive director of the Make It Right Foundation. Mr. Chairman 
and Members of the Committee, I appreciate having the opportunity to testify before you today to 
discuss the importance of sustainability and to share with you how our organeation is making 
affordable, green housing a reality in New Orleans. Thank you, Chairman Olver, for your leadership on 
the issue of sustainability and for inviting me to testify on behalf of Make It Right. 

Executive Summary 

Five years ago this August, Hurricane Katrina hit New Orleans. In the Lower 9*'' Ward, more than 1,000 
people were killed and over 4,000 homes were destroyed, mostly due to a massive breach in the 
Industrial Canal levee that resulted in a surging wave of water. The force of the water swept houses off 
their foundations and left families clinging for their lives, stranded on rooftops amidst floating debris. 
Most remaining structures - homes, businesses and churches - later were demolished by the Army 
Corps of Engineers. Before the storm, the Lower 9*’’ Ward boasted the highest home ownership rates in 
the city; two years after the hurricane, the once thriving, historic neighborhood sat empty and 
abandoned. Former Lower 9*'" Ward residents - a few living in FEMA trailers where their houses once 
stood and the rest scattered across the country - were determined to come home but wondered who 
would help them rebuild. 

For some, the answer began with actor Brad Pitt. While filming a movie in New Orleans in 1993, Pitt fell 
in love with the city; today he considers New Orleans his home. When Pitt visited the Lower 9*'’ Ward for 
the first time after Hurricane Katrina, he was shocked by what he saw: the remnants of people's lives 
strewn across the streets and an entire neighborhood torn apart. Pitt was even more disturbed by the 
lack of a clear plan to address the situation. Many quietly said there was no chance the Lower 9**' Ward 
would ever be rebuilt. 

In a series of community meetings, residents of the Lower 9th Ward told Pitt about the challenges they 
faced, both before and after the storm. Rising energy costs strained low-income households and 
residents expressed concern about worsening environmental conditions increasing the frequency and 
strength of hurricanes. In addition, wetlands and barrier islands that once protected the coast have 
eroded, leaving New Orleans more exposed to storm surge. Residents also told Pitt that while the crisis 
had exposed their vulnerability, Katrina also created an opportunity to build something better than what 
had existed before. From his conversations with former residents, Pitt knew that coming home was not 
optional to them. 

Inspired by a resident who pleaded with Pitt to help "make this right," Brad Pitt convened a group of 
experts, including William McDonough whose testimony you will hear later, to consider ways to meet 
the community's demand for sustainable housing on a large scale in December 2006. That group of 
experts now formally comprises the Make It Right Foundation, a non-profit committed to helping former 
resident families of the Lower 9th Ward rebuild their lives and community. Donor funding contributes 
directly toward the immediate goal of rebuilding at least 150 safe, healthy, environmentally sustainable 
and affordable houses for Lower 9*'' Ward families who would otherwise be unable to assemble the 
means to return home and restore their lives. 
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Make It Right's mission is: To be a catalyst for redevelopment of the Lower 9th Ward, by building a 
neighborhood comprised of safe and healthy homes that are inspired by Crodle-to-Cradle thinking, with 
an emphasis on high-quality design, while preserving the spirit of the community's culture. 

in addition to rebuilding the Lower 9*" Ward, Make It Right's overarching goal is to act as a catalyst for 
environmentally sustainable development in the Lower 9th Ward and beyond. Make It Right is a unique 
laboratory for testing and implementing new construction concepts, technologies and materials that will 
help to make green, storm-resistant homes more affordable and available across the country. Toward 
this goal, we learn through trial and error, constantly trying to reduce costs and improve efficiency 
through innovation. While our methods ’will not work for every project, we hope the lessons learned 
from the Lower 9th Ward will add significant value to others seeking to provide affordable housing while 
addressing the complex ecological challenges of our time. 

Hurricane Katrina's Unexpected Legacy; Sustainable Building 

The Need: Make It Right Is Helping Bring Families Home 

During Hurricane Katrina, the Lower 9th Ward suffered by far the largest number of storm fatalities of 
any New Orleans neighborhood. Many of those who survived did so stranded on rooftops with storm 
waters raging around them and some suffered the incalculable loss of watching helplessly as their 
children and relatives succumbed to the flood. 

Thousands of Lower 9th Ward families are still without homes - the foundation on which to raise their 
families in the community they love. Without the pledge of Make It Right and committed supporters, 
this neighborhood would not have access to the magnitude of relief assistance required to rebuild. 

Families are still scattered as far as Maine and California, while others are closer to home in Baton 
Rouge and Houston. No matter where they are. Lower 9th Ward residents remain united in the desire to 
find their way home. 

The Neighborhood: Make It Right is Restoring Cultural Identity 

The Lower 9th Ward is distinguished in many ways, not least by an unshakeable pride in community and 
independence of cultural spirit. Music greats such as Fats Domino and Mahalia Jackson grew up in the 
Lower 9th Ward and neighborhood civil rights activists helped New Orleans become the first de- 
segregated school district in the deep South. But for all the neighborhood's historical significance, the 
focus of Make It Right - and of Brad Pitt's vision - is the hardworking, average Individuals who achieved 
the American Dream, only to lose it to Hurricane Katrina. 

As a low-income, predominantly African-American neighborhood, the pre-Katrina Lower 9th Ward was 
characterized by self-determination and sufficiency. Lower 9'" Ward residents, many descended from 
slaves, built homes on former plantation land and committed themselves to hard work and 
independence. However, because most residents used their lifetime savings to pay for their homes, 
everything the families had worked so hard to accrue was suddenly swept away by Hurricane Katrina. 

The Lower 9'“ Ward's efforts to rebuild exemplifies neighborhood's resiliency. A strong presence of 
community leadership has only strengthened since the storm, functioning as a source of guidance and 
collaborative effort with Make It Right. 
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The Land: Make It Right Creates a Safe Place to Live and Sets an Example 

The Lower 9th Ward is not one of the lowest lying neighborhoods in the city of New Orleans— a number 
of other communities sit at lower elevations. In Make It Right's target rebuilding area, street level 
elevation ranges from approximately sea level to two feet below sea level. By comparison, the upscale 
Lakeview neighborhood, which also suffered great damage during Hurricane Katrina, sits approximately 
12 feet below sea level. Today the Industrial Canal levee along Jourdan Avenue in the Lower 9th Ward 
has been rebuilt and reinforced. Representatives of the Army Corps of Engineers have stated that it is 
one of the strongest levees in the city of New Orleans. 

The physical location of the neighborhood is a compelling symbol: if this specific site, arguably the worst 
hit by Hurricane Katrina, can be rebuilt sustainably, then so can any part of New Orleans. 

Make It Right's Primary Objectives: Design, Safety, Sustainability and Affordability 

Design: Innovative and Culturally Relevant 

"Why bring not just architects here but some of the world's best? These people suffered a horrific event, 
and truthfully a great injustice in the aftermath, and they're still suffering that injustice. So what are you 
going to follow that injustice up with? Crap houses with toxic materials and appliances that run up their 
electricity bills and may lead to a foreclosure? This to me is a social justice issue. To create something 
that's equitable and fair and has respect and provides dignity for the family within is absolutely essential 
here." - Brad Pitt, Metropolis Magazine, 2008 

In keeping with Make It Right's priority to work with former residents of the Lower 9th Ward, our 
approach to new home design began directly with the homeowners themselves. 

A group of world-renowned architects volunteering for Make It Right's project first assembled in June of 
2007 for a collaboration with Brad Pitt and Lower 9th Ward residents. The purpose of the meeting was 
to establish a mutual understanding of project goals. From that meeting. Make It Right determined to 
join the history and spirit of the pre-Katrina neighborhood with creative new architectural solutions, 
while remaining mindful of environmental and personal safety concerns. Make It Right wanted the 
designs to encourage the evolution of aesthetic distinctiveness and an awareness of natural 
surroundings. 

Using these parameters, architects involved with Make It Right worked with residents in a series of 
design charettes to create an initial set of home designs. The Lower 9'" Ward was a predominantly low- 
income and overlooked community before the storm. In some cases residents lacked the resources to 
afford typical amenities, much less high design with its associated high cost. The architects aimed for 
high design at low cost, a challenging and exciting endeavor. 

Architects drew inspiration from traditional New Orleans design features, such as high ceilings, covered 
porches and large windows positioned to maximize natural ventilation, in particular, one aspect of New 
Orleans' traditional architecture stood out as principally important to the community. The face of the 
house, particularly the porch as the conduit to the street, was the main point of neighborhood 
connectivity in the life of the Lower 9“' Ward pre-Katrina. Make It Right architects were charged with 
maintaining the connections between neighbors through their designs. The resulting designs were 
submitted to the Lower 9“' Ward community for feedback and revisions were made before the designs 
were finalized. 
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In July 2009, fourteen architects presented a second round of pioneering designs, giving Make It Right 
homeowners a wider range of options. These new designs drew on lessons learned from the initial home 
designs and included duplexes which allow more people to live together with less impact on the 
environment and are more cost-effective to build. 

Safety: structural engineering, material selection and disaster adaptation 

The first question Make It Right needed to answer - and one that we are still asked today - is whether 
or not New Orleans, particularly the Lower 9* Ward, should be rebuilt. Was it too much of a risk to 
rebuild in an area facing future floods and hurricanes? 

Certainly building in New Orleans and in the Lower 9th Ward carries risk, as there will be more 
hurricanes and more flooding. But serious risks are present in residential areas and urban centers across 
the country. New Orleans and the Gulf Coast are, of course, most vulnerable to hurricanes and flooding. 
Brush and forest fires are more common In the West. Exposure to tornado damage is greatest in the 
central and southwestern United States, even though tornadoes can and do occur in nearly every state. 
Earthquake exposure also exists throughout the country since seismic faults are located in all regions 
and even Midwest states like Illinois, Indiana, Missouri, Arkansas, Kentucky, Tennessee and Mississippi. 

Across the country, the risk of natural disaster has not decelerated growth. Over the last decade, Miami, 
San Francisco, Los Angeles, Houston, Seattle, Boston and New York City have experienced significant 
growth in development; each is among the top 20 American cities most at risk for natural disasters. Six 
of the 11 states with the highest potential for natural disasters experienced population growth above 
the national average from 1990 to 2007. Of the 50 major cities in the United States, 39 are in flood 
plains. 

With widespread exposure to disaster, the question should not be whether to abandon cities In ruins 
after natural disasters, but rather how to adapt designs and building practices to construct homes able 
to withstand extreme events. 

Make It Right believes adaptation to various disasters must be considered In construction, not only in 
New Orleans, but around the world. The storm-resistant innovations we have developed for the Lower 
g"" Ward can be used in other areas at risk for floods and hurricanes and our processes can inform those 
working to rebuild in Haiti, Chile and other post-disaster areas. 

Make It Right safety strategies include: 

Foundation Elevation 

The Lower 9*'' Ward experienced epic flood levels during Hurricane Katrina. Much of the devastation was 
caused by a barge which breached the Industrial Canal levee, resulting in a tidal wave of water surging 
through the neighborhood. Absent such a breach, flooding caused by the storm surge and rainfall would 
have been much less, given the area's elevation. Today the Industrial Canal levee along Jourdan Avenue 
in the Lower 9* Ward has been repaired and reinforced. 

The federal government took the precaution of raising the base flood elevation building requirements in 
the post-Katrina lower 9* Ward to three feet above grade, meaning that the floor of the house must be 
at least that high. Make It Right has gone further by raising our homes by either five or eight feet, which 
is two or five feet above the federal government mandate and higher than the levels of sustained 
flooding experienced in the area after Hurricane Katrina. 
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Raising the elevation of the homes was an important safety feature but also presented problems for our 
project. Elderly and/or disabled residents needed lifts installed to make the homes accessible. 
Additionally, homeowners wandered if the elevation would threaten their ability to sit on their porches 
and talk to their neighbors or passers-by as they had before Hurricane Katrina. 

One answer to the challenges of accessibility and proximity to the street is Make It Right's FLOAT House 
designed by Los Angeles firm Morphosis, which is the first floating home permitted in the United States. 
In the event of a flood, the base of the house acts as a raft, allowing it to rise vertically on guide posts, 
securely floating up to twelve feet as water levels rise. The design eliminates the need for a long flight of 
stairs up to the entrance or lifts, required in the elevated houses. The low-to-the-ground design also 
maintains the street-level porches that were such an integral part of the Lower 9th Ward community. 
While the FLOAT House is not yet an affordable prototype to replicate. Make It Right hopes the 
technology used in its construction will inform future building projects in flood-prone areas. 

Rooftop Escape Hatches 

As the flood waters rose during Hurricane Katrina, many Lower 9*'' Ward residents found themselves 
trapped in their homes and had to cut holes in their attics to gain access to their roofs. All Make It Right 
homes are equipped with roof hatches allowing residents easy access to a secure area of the roof. While 
we hope none of these hatches will ever need to be used, they help reassure the homeowner that they 
would be able to escape in an emergency. 

Sustainability: Materials, Energy Conservation and Site Impacts 

Developers, builders, affordable housing advocates and others often say they would love to build green, 
but they can't figure out how to make It work. For Make It Right, green building was our baseline, not 
our ideal. Through product evaluation and testing and aggressive sustainability strategies, we aim to 
transform the building industry and act as a catalyst for building energy-efficient homes that are healthy 
for humans and safe for the environment. 

The Make It Right design process is rooted in Cradle to Cradle thinking, as developed by Bill McDonough 
with Michael Braungart in Cradle to Cradle: Rertaaking the Way We Make Things (North Point Press, 
2002). This philosophy suggests that everything humans create can contribute positively to society, the 
economy and the environment. The Make It Right team is using Cradle to Cradle thinking to guide design 
and the selection of materials for new homes in the Lower 9th Ward as a part of the Make It Right 
project. Bill McDonough will tell you more about this process in his testimony, but I want to emphasize 
the importance of his work and how his guidelines help ensure that Make It Right Is a replicable model 
for sustainability. 

Healthy Materials 

Make It Right uses a protocol designed by McDonough and his team to assess materials and products 
used in construction by analyzing their material chemistry, recyclability, manufacturing process and the 
social and environmental profile of the product company. See examples of Cradle to Cradle certified 
products used in Make It Right homes in the appendix. 

Strategies for Energy-efficiency and Resource Conservation 

Make It Right is committed to providing the highest level of energy-efficiency available for residential 
homes through a variety of strategies. A home achieves energy-efficiency by integrating and aggregating 
a variety of construction components and Make It Right homes are no exception. The roof, walls and 
floors of every Make It Right home are built so that the home is 5-10 times as "tight" as a typical home. 
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That means the heating and cooling systems are not forced to exhaust as much energy as in a typical 
home because the air that has been heated or cooled stays that way longer. Make It Right homes also 
employ low-emission windows, meaning the glass allows light through, but prevents solar heat gain and 
UV rays from penetrating into the home. 

By installing ENERGY STAR appliances, metal roofs and efficient lighting fixtures. Make It Right has 
further reduced the overall energy use of the home. For example, the metal roof used on Make It Right 
homes is more reflective, absorbs less heat, and reduces the need to cool a home by 20-70 percent. 
Make It Right is also acting as a catalyst for clean, renewable energy by installing residential solar Photo 
Voltaic (PV) systems that work in tandem with the homes' energy efficient features to conserve energy, 
reducing energy bills by as much as 75 percent. 

Site Sustainability 

Make It Right works with experts in landscape architecture, local ecology and storm water management 
to implement an innovative site sustainability platform that could revolutionize the way New Orleans 
and other low-lying regions manage storm water, a serious problem currently faced by many regions of 
the world. 

Make It Right has developed a system that allows storm water to be retained and reused on site. Our 
homes have driveways and sidewalks made of pervious concrete, which allows up to 40 gallons of storm 
water per hour to drain freely through the pavement, eliminating runoff. 

This approach to storm water helps combat localized flooding. Make It Right is working with the city of 
New Orleans public works department to implement a pilot streets program using pervious concrete. 
This program could potentially be adopted citywide, reducing the need for public infrastructure 
investment in storm water management. 

The Make it Right Site Sustainability Program also uses native landscaping in an affordable template that 
easily can be replicated throughout the city, even on individually owned, non-contiguous lots. Landscape 
design strategies reduce irrigation needs, require minimal weekly maintenance, handle droughts or 
temporary inundation, provide habitat for birds and beneficial wildlife and provide edible and medicinal 
gardens. Read more about Make It Right's use of native plants, rain gardens, green roofs and other 
landscape strategies in the appendix. 

Affordability; Making Green Homes Affordable through innovation 

In order to achieve the goal of affordability. Make It Right established a budget requirement for the base 
construction cost of a prototype home at $200 per square foot and $130 per square foot for replicable 
models thereafter, approximately the same cost as traditional construction in the neighborhood. 
Currently, Make It Right is building houses that cost as low as $150 per square foot, including the green 
and sustainability features described here. In other words, we have already made significant progress 
towards achieving our goal of delivering the most advanced houses in the world at or even below 
market rate. 

However, the drive to improve quality and reduce cost is never ending. To build greener homes more 
affordably. Make It Right has created new applications for familiar materials, revamped traditional 
construction processes, implemented new technologies and products, and worked with manufacturers 
to improve their products, generating new markets and lowering costs. As a result. Make It Right was 
able to reduce the cost of building a LEED Platinum home - the highest attainable green rating by the US 
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Green Building Council - in New Orleans by 50% in our first attempt. We expect to achieve market rate 
construction costs for LEED Platinum homes by the end of 2010. 

In our drive to affordability, our goal is never to compromise structural integrity, green features or 
design quality, which in turn drives innovation. This approach and the strategies listed below for 
reducing construction costs while increasing energy-efficiency and the use of eco-friendly materials are 
simple and can and should be implemented by builders everywhere. 

Lowering Costs Through Experimentation with Building Methods 

By experimenting with various types of construction. Make It Right is able to review and compare data 
on cost, materials used, energy-efficiency and other variables to determine which methodology is most 
efficient and cost effective for large-scale construction projects. Currently, we employ three primary 
construction methods: modular, site-built (with advanced framing) and panelized (SIP). As we begin to 
draw conclusions by building similar house designs using our three different processes, we anticipate 
sharing the results of this experiment with the construction universe. 

Lowering Labor Costs Through Training 

A primary way Make It Right can reduce construction costs in New Orleans is homebuilder and 
subcontractor education. Make It Right homes use advanced materials and technologies many local 
builders and contractors have not previously encountered. Often, installers of new technologies have 
never installed systems that work in conjunction with other new systems and technologies, such as 
combining solar and geothermal systems. By raising contractors' skill sets, they are able to increase 
speed and efficiency on the jobsite. Raising the education level of contractors reduces the cost of 
implementing new technologies due to accurate pricing and quotes. Experience working with a 
particular system or product prevents contractors from overestimating the time/cost associated with its 
installation; often quotes are reduced by 50% after a contractor has gained experience installing a new 
technology. Once contractors are trained, they can apply that training to other jobs, thereby reducing 
the cost implementing cutting-edge systems across the market. 

Lowering Costs Through Innovation 

Make It Right has been able to lower the cost of construction by focusing on a specific system, such as 
HVAC or electrical, and concentrating on eliminating Inefficiencies within that system. Specially- 
engineered wall sections are one example. The University of New Orleans Engineering Division executed 
a series of structural tests on Make It Right-engineered wall sections that use 30 percent less lumber 
(saving both resources and money), and found that ours exceeded building code strength by over five 
times. For additional Make it Right innovations, see the appendix. 

Sourcing Materials 

While sourcing the latest green products and materials can be challenging and expensive on the front 
end, Make It Right has identified many advanced materials and introduced them to the New Orleans 
market by working with local distributors, thereby lowering costs of attaining sustainable materials for 
future Make It Right houses and builders throughout the city. 

Product Comparisons and Development 

Make It Right has the unique opportunity to act as a laboratory for new and sustainable building 
materials and systems. Given the high-profile nature of the project, manufacturers seek out Make It 
Right to demonstrate and test their technologies in a design and building environment that supports 
experimentation. By comparing products on cost, ease of use, maintenance required, energy-efficiency. 
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and eco-friendliness, Make It Right has the potential to identify the best systems. By making these 
findings public, Make It Right increases demand for sustainable products and materials, thereby 
lowering costs over time. 

Making Homes Affordable to Purchase and Maintain 

Homeowners in the Lower Ninth Ward face many obstacles to rebuilding post-Katrina, including 
increased construction, utility and insurance costs and higher property taxes. Many homeowners in the 
Make It Right program are retired and/or disabled and unable to work. Value-based property tax 
exemptions and other conditions that made homeownership affordable before Hurricane Katrina are 
unlikely to be adequate in the future. These unique challenges to sustainable rebuilding require extreme 
diligence to ensure that homes are truly affordable. 

To that end. Make It Right has partnered with NeighborWorks America to develop and oversee the 
Make It Right homeownership counseling program. Established by Congress to increase the capacity of 
local community-based organizations, to expand affordable housing opportunities for low-income 
people and to strengthen distressed communities, Neighborworks has three decades of experience 
helping low-income families across the country become homeowners. 

Exact Make It Right home prices depend on the size of the home and its features, but the average sales 
price is about $150,000, Most families have or can borrow about half of that amount. Make It Right 
helps close the financing gap for some homeowners with soft second mortgages, typically loans that are 
forgivable after 5-10 years. Make It Right works closely with every family to ensure that the price of the 
home, including taxes and Insurance, is no more than 30% of household income. 

While the homes must be affordable to purchase, the maintenance and long-term care of the homes 
must be affordable as well. Energy-efficient appliances, solar panels, tankless water heaters and other 
features help keep power and water bills low. Make It Right uses various products to increase the 
durability of the homes and decrease the need for costly repairs by reducing the homes' vulnerability to 
mold, fire, rot and termites. While many of the materials used in the homes are cutting-edge. Make It 
Right only uses off-the-shelf products and materials that can be purchased, replaced and/or repaired at 
local retailers for affordable prices. 

Challenges 

Although we face many challenges every day, we believe that failure in this endeavor is not an option. 
Therefore, we hope that each challenge we face will create a lesson learned to help inform the future of 
disaster recovery and sustainable and affordable housing. 

Working with Families Post-Katrina 

Many of the challenges we have seen and continue to face relate to working with displaced families in a 
post-disaster recovery environment. Establishing and maintaining contact with displaced homeowners is 
expensive and time consuming. Make It Right originally began contacting displaced families through 
word of mouth and partnerships with community organizations. However, as families settled in other 
cities where they evacuated over three and a half years ago, it has become even more difficult to locate 
families. Another challenge we encounter with more frequency is the complexity of legal issues many of 
the families we counsel face, such as the difficulty of obtaining clear title for families with 
undocumented succession rights or other encumbrances that make obtaining financing problematic. 
Make It Right continues to work meticulously with the city of New Orleans, pro bono law firms and title 
companies to resolve each case, but this strategy has added time to the counseling process. 
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Finally, the housing market crisis has impacted Make It Right's ability to obtain third party financing for 
affordable mortgages to supplement Make It Right forgivable or low-interest loans, which increases the 
counseling time spent working with each family to find creative solutions. Compounded with the need 
for families to spend increasing amounts of disaster recovery funds received through federal and state 
programs on other necessities, Make it Right must consider funding a higher portion of the subsidy to 
each homeowner, which could result in an increased overall project cost until the Make it Right loans 
are either repaid or sold, both long-term objectives. 

Post-Disaster Construction 

Building beautiful, safe, and sustainable homes in a post-disaster environment is inherently challenging. 
Not only are we seeking to build houses that are energy-efficient and that use advanced green 
materials, we must also build houses that are elevated above the flood plain and protected against 
future storms, all while meeting the complex needs of displaced homeowners. It is our hope that the 
strategies described in this testimony for addressing these challenges will be useful to others seeking to 
build the right way. 

Successes 

Despite ongoing challenges, Make It Right has achieved significant successes in our short history. Our 
new houses sustained no significant damage during Hurricane Gustav, which made landfall as a category 
three storm just days after the paint dried on our first six houses. The U.S. Green Building Council 
recently declared that our project in the Lower 9th Ward is the "largest, greenest neighborhood of 
single family homes" in the country. Several of Make It Right's homeowners have reported a cessation in 
the asthma they once suffered as a result of living in a green home and breathing cleaner air. We are 
seeing evidence that Make It Right is fulfilling its mission to be a catalyst for sustainable development in 
the Lower 9th Ward as other builders have adopted the use of green materials. Make It Right's 
experiments and innovations have resulted in a 30% reduction in materials used and 21% cut in 
construction costs from the first phase of construction to the second phase, followed by another 16% 
reduction in the third phase. 

But none of these metrics compare with the personal stories of Make It Right homeowners. Courageous 
families who survived the worst natural disaster in our nation's history and thought they would never 
again live In the neighborhood they loved, are now planting gardens, sharing meals with neighbors, 
caring for their elderly relatives and raising their children in beautiful new homes. The Make It Right 
homeowners are the key to transformation in the Lower 9”' Ward and the best ambassadors for a 
movement toward green homes for working families. You can read some of their compelling stories in 
the appendix. 

The Role of Government 

The worst natural disaster in United States history presented a unique opportunity to be a catalyst for 
change. But it is not enough for our work to be limited to New Orleans. Make It Right believes that it 
should not take a hurricane to make sustainable, healthy homes available for working families. 

Make It Right is cracking the code on combining affordability and environmentally-sensitive design in 
new home construction. This project can serve as a national model that will benefit cities and towns 
across the nation that are seeking to address two of the most difficult challenges facing us: affordable 
housing and environmental stewardship. 
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Make It Right will continue to catalogue the lessons we learn through this process and share information 
across the country with those who are trying to provide safe and affordable homes to working families 
and advance the latest technologies that reduce our environmental footprint. 

Congress and the federal government have a role to play as well. By setting standards, investing in green 
jobs and establishing resource centers and encouraging broad partnerships, you can help make 
sustainability a reality in more American communities. 

Standards 

The federal government must make sustainability an essential element of Its housing, transportation 
and infrastructure efforts as well as its energy-related legislation, regulations and programs. If our 
government is serious about protecting the environment, reducing our dependence on foreign oil and 
helping Americans save on energy costs, you must make sustainability a baseline, not a theoretical ideal. 
Demonstrate commitment to promoting sustainability by adopting government-wide standards. 

Why not require that new construction implement every energy-efficiency feature with a payback 
shorter than five years? Our failure to do this imposes a lifetime of built-in inefficiency and drag on our 
economy that does not need to happen. 

Offer tax credits, grant funding, support for research and development and other incentives to tax- 
payers, businesses and non-profits that aggressively pursue sustainability. Create financing mechanisms 
to promote sustainable retrofits for the 100 million existing homes in America, funding energy-saving 
innovations with attractive paybacks. 

The money America would save from implementing the most basic short-term payback efficiency 
measures could finance all of the bailout programs. American homes -just homes, not other buildings - 
could save 20-25% resulting in an average savings of $50 billion per year. $50 billion per year would pay 
the interest on $1 trillion of debt at a 5% interest rate. Therefore, the economic drag of $1 trillion in 
bailout money could be offset by the economic pickup of $50 billion per year of energy savings. The 
savings would go to the homeowners and renters, not to the government, but the overall impact to the 
economy is the same. 

An easy cost-cutting home improvement is a smart-grid meter, which tests have shown to reduce 
household energy consumption by 20%. They cost $500, which would payback in a little over a year. A 
few more simple measures that result in big savings are low-energy light bulbs, low-flow showerheads 
and HVAC duct seals. The federal government could require that homeowners make these basic changes 
in a similar manner to the recent mandated digital TV conversion. 

Green Jobs and Resource Centers 

The United States is overdue for serious investment in green jobs. As we at Make It Right have learned, 
investment in experimentation, research and testing lead to cost-saving, energy-saving innovations. 
Cities like Pittsburgh, Detroit and New Orleans whose inhabitants once bolstered the nation with their 
technological advancement, contribution to culture and indefatigable workforce are fertile ground for 
tomorrow's breakthroughs in sustainability. America loves a good comeback .story - just ask the New 
Orleans Saints. 


The Sustainable Communities initiative could help translate sustainability ideas into practice by 
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establishing national and regional resource centers and clearinghouses for shared knowledge, design, 
construction methods, labor best practices, products, materials and a host of other elements necessary 
to make these goals a reality. These regional public/private partnerships or consortiums would promote 
sustainability at the local, state and regional level. 

Partnerships 

Finally, the federal government should encourage broader partnerships in order to multiply the 
economic, environmental and societal benefits of sustainability. Initiatives like ENERGY STAR as well as 
allowing non-profit entities to participate directly in federal housing and construction efforts such as the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) and the Hope VI and Choice Neighborhoods programs have 
been productive. Make a broader array of organizations eligible for such programs and include more 
robust sustainability elements for these and other programs. 

Conclusion 

Sustainability is not a set of abstract ideas or unattainable goals, but a daily practice in New Orleans' 
Lower g*" Ward. Our commitment to building sustainable homes has measurable results including 
increased energy-efficiency resulting in lower power bills, technological and economic development, 
reduction in materials used lower construction costs, and improved health and safety for families and 
the environment. 

Make It Right's green and affordable homes were designed for the lower 9th Ward, but they could be 
replicated in communities across the country and around the world. We intend to prove that by 
rebuilding one of the most devastated neighborhoods in New Orleans, we can create a sustainable 
future by changing the way buildings are constructed. We can work together to Make It Right. 
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Mr. Olver. Bill McDonough. 

Mr. McDonough’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. McDonough. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Hello, everybody. 
I am a designer, and as a designer I realize that design is the first 
signal of human intention. When I was the Dean at the University 
of Virginia, I had the privilege of living in a house designed by 
Thomas Jefferson. And as such, I got to see Jefferson as a designer 
and I think he saw himself as a designer, too, because if you look 
at his last design, which was his tombstone, it says: Thomas Jeffer- 
son, author of the Declaration of American Independence, the Stat- 
ue of Virginia for Religious Freedom, and father of the University 
of Virginia. You will notice that he is only recording the things he 
designed. There is no mention of his jobs like President of the 
United States. So he is recording his legacies, not his activities. 

I think what we see in the legacies in the work that we have 
heard about today here, what we are seeing is that there is this 
notion that we can have human work while we support the natural 
world around us. There is no reason that business has to equal de- 
struction of the natural world. 

We have heard about green roofs. We put the first green roof in 
for Mayor Daley in Chicago, in City Hall, way back when. And we 
did the Fort Rouge project for Bill Ford in 1999. We have a picture 
here. I will just give you a sense of what happens when you think 
this way. Ford Motor Company had this big site. When we were 
hired to do this plant, we had a $48 million contingent liability for 
meeting the Clean Water Act for stormwater management, almost 
4 miles of concrete pipes and chemical treatment plants. We de- 
signed using the screen roof; it saves the building over 50 percent 
of its energy. And the bottom line was that it saved $35 million in 
stormwater management costs, which meant that when I had to 
present it to Ford’s board for approval, it took a minute and a half. 
I used the language of cars, I said: This green roof will save you, 
day one, $35 million in cap backs; and with Ford Taurus, at a 4 
percent margin out of Chicago, this was equivalent of an order for 
$900 million worth of cars. Do you want it? Approved, next. 

So if we start to think about this we realize that that design 
would never have happened if we benchmarked and started with 
metrics, if you simply said let’s use less chemical treatment plants, 
or less concrete, or less randomize, void, reduce. All of this mini- 
mization language that come out of eco-efficiency is going to kill us, 
because if all we know how to do is be less bad, then we will never 
learn how to be more good. And being less bad is bad by definition, 
just less so. 

So we actually need to be able to turn around and do something 
productive and more good. If you look at this roof, that is a habitat 
of IOV2 acres. The birds started landing on it within 5 days, and 
it has produced tremendous economic benefits to the company, not 
because we were seeking lower metrics, what we were seeking is 
the natural world to be supported by humans, and therefore we 
enjoy it. 

Peter Drucker pointed out that it is the manager’s job to do 
something the right way, but it is the executive’s job to do the right 
thing. Because if you are doing the wrong thing the right way, you 
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are pernicious. The question becomes: What is the right thing to 
do at this point? And Warren Buffet, with whom we worked on 
their carpet company, Shaw Industries, as part of Buffet’s com- 
pany, Berkshire Hathaway, we looked at the carpet industry in 
America and right now there is 1.45 billion pounds of carpet waste 
in the United States every year. So we developed a carpet with 
Shaw that is infinitely reusable. The top is nylon 6, can go back 
to capital Act and the underlying term is plastic polyolefin, infi- 
nitely recyclable. So now we have a carpet that can be recycled into 
carpet forever; and it won’t be done in China, it will be done in the 
United States. It is the last remaining textile industry in the U.S. 

And so there are hundreds of products that can be developed this 
way that will never offshore. It is really astonishing. When you 
think about the security of this country, just remember this: The 
Chinese will never capture an American photon. So if we move on, 
we realize this cradle-to-cradle approach which is focused on the 
generation of local industry, ecologically intelligent, and based on 
the idea of profit and accrual of assets to society, to the environ- 
ment, and to human beings, we start to realize that there is this 
gaping hole in our economy that we totally have missed since the 
Second World War, and it is time to bring it back. And that is why 
we go cradle-to-cradle. 

If you look at it now, I work with the senior management of com- 
panies whose annual revenues exceed a trillion dollars developing 
their protocols, including Wal-Mart. I am a senior advisor to Wal- 
Mart sustainability. When you see the systems we now have, Proc- 
tor & Gamble will send product to a Wal-Mart where it will then 
move, and that is oil and transportation, a few jobs making soap, 
and that will move through a Wal-Mart as a demand site tool, and 
come out the other end and go to Waste Management onto a land- 
fill or an incinerator. That is cradle-to-grave and that is what we 
do today. 

If we stop and think for 2 seconds, if Proctor & Gamble talked 
to Waste Management and we got their designs coordinated, all of 
a sudden you could have things coming out the back end of the 
Wal-Mart, go to consumers and customers, go to Waste Manage- 
ment, and go back to Proctor & Gamble to close the cycles. That 
is cradle-to-cradle, and that means we have to design these poly- 
mers to be safe and healthy, et cetera, and have secure feedstocks 
which are national. 

Right now the feedstocks are all coming from offshore, and then 
we throw them away. It is a really great design if you think about 
it. And humans need to be quite humble about our design sense, 
because we must remember it did take us 5,000 years to put 
wheels on our luggage. 

So what we realize is the things we have been hearing are sig- 
nals of the future: safety, health, delight, job creation, economic 
benefit, and so on. 

And just to amplify what Mr. Darden said, we can look at the 
notion of Make it Right as a story. And recently in New York, one 
of the residents got up and told this story. She and her family had 
been in Texas, waiting and waiting, and thought they could never 
go home. And then they saw the Make it Right houses going up, 
and they called Make it Right and they got taken all the way 
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through the process of being able to come home. And now she says 
they live in a house designed by an internationally famous archi- 
tect. It is delightful for them. The children each have their own 
bedroom, she has her own office. She hasn’t figured out all of the 
smart lighting yet, but she is enjoying playing with it. But the 
marvelous story for me is not just that; it is that her mortgage is 
$400 a month and her energy bill is $50. And she said now her 
children can take the karate and dance lessons they always want- 
ed. This is a very powerful quality-of-life strategy we are seeing. 

But beyond that, something particularly interesting to me since 
we selected all materials for cradle-to-cradle attributes is that she 
said, oh — and she just said it parenthetically — oh, my daughter has 
asthma. And you know what it is like waking up in the morning 
and your child goes wheezing, and she wants to be a dancer? Ever 
since they moved into the house at Make it Right, her asthma has 
gone away and now she can be a dancer. 

Our job is to design the future, safe, healthy, and it serves a sim- 
ple goal. We seek a delightfully diverse, safe, healthy, and just 
world with clean air, water, soil and power, economically, eco- 
logically, equitably, and elegantly enjoyed, period. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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CRADLE TO CRADLE DESIGN TO MAKE IT RIGHT: 

A GIFT TO THE NATION 

My name is William McDonough. I am the founder of William McDonough + Partners, an 
architecture and community design practice and co-founder of McDonough Braungart 
Design Chemistry (MBDC), a process and product design firm, both based in 
Charlottesville, Virginia, I am also a venture partners at Vantage Point Venture Partners, 
based in San Bruno, California. Together with the German chemist Dr. Michael 
Braungart, I am co-author of a book called Cradle to Cradle: Remaking the Way We 
Make Things, in which we describe a design protocol for a positive future for human 
production and reindustrialization. 

I would like to talk to you today about design as the first signal of human intention. At this 
point in history, I believe we need to ask “What is our intention as a species?” because 
we have become the dominant one. Therefore, all of us, as the designers of our future, 
can start by asking ‘What is our long-term intention? And what profitable short-term 
actions can we take now to achieve our long-term goals?” 

Thomas Jefferson understood this idea. As the dean of the School of Architecture at the 
University of Virginia from 1994 to 1999, 1 had the privilege of living in house designed 
by Thomas Jefferson and came to see his as an astounding designer, importantly, he 
saw his designs as his legacy; his tombstone references the things he left behind— the 
Declaration of American Independence, the Statute of Virginia for Religious Freedom 
(which matured into the Bill of Rights), and the University of Virginia. Notice, he does not 
mention his “activities," such as having been President of the United States — ^twice. 

Today, I want to talk about how we need a new design. Make It Right, about which Tom 
Darden III has told you, represents a piece of this bold, new design — imbued with 
innovation, goodwill, cost-effectiveness, new technologies, and jobs to support a local 
community. 

Brad Pitt has honored me and my colleagues by bringing us in as part of the core team 
of Make It Right. Brad asked us to bring our Cradle to Cradle® thinking to his vision for 
New Orleans as we came together to make a humble project but one of significance and 
generosity. William McDonough + Partners and MBDC had been looking for a way to 
help the people of New Orleans after Katrina, and this turned out to be it. When Brad 
first called me, we thought about whether one should build there at all, given the 
potential for future flooding. We concluded that it would be cynical not to support people 
in returning home if we could find a way to build there and make sure they would be safe. 

We decided that instead of one house, we would support 1 50 because that is a 
neighborhood. But it would not be a neighborhood designed by one architect or one firm, 
but by many firms from around the world, so that the residents would have lots of 
choices. What an amazing opportunity to share Cradle to Cradle with a local community 
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and with a large and diverse group of architects and other consultants from around the 
world. On that, we worked with Graft, an architecture firm based in Berlin that Brad had 
worked with before studying New Orleans architectural typologies. We also 
recommended that Brad invite someone with professional real estate experience on 
difficult sites. Tom Darden II joined us to make this professional and make it work. What 
a delight to work together with this group and make this real! Tom’s son, Tom Darden III 
ultimately became the Executive Director; he has spoken with you earlier about what 
we've been able to do in New Orleans. 

For Make It Right, we decided to take a fresh look at the issues of modern life, bringing 
on designers and design protocols that could help create cost effective, ecologically 
intelligent buildings and communities that are as safe and healthy as possible, whose 
systems that allow innovation, and whose results would delight and surprise those who 
spend time there. 

Materials here are not just recycled but safe and healthy materials intended for 
continuous technical or biological recovery and re-use. Energy use in this Lower 9“' 

Ward neighborhood is about creating jobs while making sure that people of modest 
means enjoy low operating costs and ease of maintenance so those families can have 
more discretionary income to help make their children’s dreams come true. As you will 
hear in a moment, these dreams are beginning to manifest. 

Recently, while Brad Pitt and I were at a conference in New York, we heard a story from 
one Make It Right resident and it really illustrates the point. Deirdre and her family had 
been living in Texas after Katrina and she never thought she could go home to the 
Lower 9“’ in New Orleans. (To take a look at the neighborhood, you'd have to agree with 
her. Almost no one was there when Brad and I first walked around together to imagine 
how we might offer help. It was devastated.) People who had lost their homes were 
trying to navigate a complex web of steps and procedures to get on the path to 
rebuilding, but it was daunting. Deirdre was in Texas, thinking “how will I ever get home." 
Then she heard that some of her neighbors were working with Make It Right. So she 
reached out for help. And today she lives in a home designed by a talented architect — 
with an affordable mortgage ($400 a month). As she explains it, “My kids have their own 
bedrooms and 1 have my own little office, and my energy bill is $50 a month. Now I can 
afford for my son to get karate lessons and my daughter to get dance lessons.” All of this 
in a home built on love and friendship. She went on to say something later that was 
equally moving: Her daughter's asthma, since they have moved back home to New 
Orleans, has gone away. Now she really can become a dancer because she can 
breathe. This is Cradle to Cradle thinking in practice, and it goes way beyond recycling: 
we are innovating safe and healthy products today, and we could expand this protocol to 
design at all scales — ^from the molecule to the product, to the building, to the region and 
even to the nation. 

It was always important to all of us that the Make It Right work be replicable — so that 
other communities could benefit from what we were learning about design, economics, 
infrastructure, materials, and construction. This is a learning laboratory for its residents, 
its designers and buildings — a hub of jobs and an inspiration for the children. At the 
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heart, it's about better housing, but it’s also about a healthy economy, culture, and 
environment. 

One key to success at Make it Right was something that my firms try to do with all our 
clients: lead with principles, rather than metrics. Metrics are critically important; business 
people often say, if you cannot measure it, you cannot manage it. But if one only starts 
with simple metrics (such as per capita use of energy or least material per person or 
lowest cost), one are quickly mired in a path of simple tactics seeking those simple 
metrics. That may get you to achieve some goals (housing people for low cost) but will 
not enable the innovation that is feasible when you are driven by principles and values. 
When they drive, they pull the project even higher — e.g, safe, healthy, delightful housing 
at low cost. 

EFFECTIVE, THEN EFFICIENT: MORE GOOD, THEN LESS BAD 

When we are thinking about what we intend to do, I like to refer to a Peter Drucker, the 
famous management guru. He pointed out that a manager's job is to be efficient and do 
something the right way. An executive’s job is to do the right thing. What if we are doing 
the wrong thing efficiently? That’s not getting us where we want to go. In fact, being 
efficient at the wrong thing is pernicious — it perpetuates the wrong system. If you are 
efficiently doing bad things, the world gets worse, instead of better. So let’s try to do 
things right and then be efficient, not just make the buildings more efficient with 
poisonous recycled content. 

For Make It Right, we felt that the right thing to do was to facilitate people coming home, 
and then help them do so in a way that was economically, socially, and environmentally 
effective. Our goal was to make that happen for 150 families and our goal was to make it 
affordable to them (at conventional costs for the market). 

Eco-efficiency, an easing of ecological stress, has been an important step towards a 
more just and healthful world. But it is yesterday's step. The time has come to adopt a 
truly hopeful strategy. Cradle to Cradle that will solve rather than merely mitigate the 
problems associated with buildings and construction, a strategy that will transform 
architecture into a celebration of a human ecological footprint with wholly positive 
effects. 

From my designer's perspective, I ask: why can't I design a building like a tree? A 
building that makes oxygen, fixes nitrogen, sequesters carbon, distils water, builds soil, 
accrues solar energy as fuel, makes complex sugars and food, creates microclimates, 
and changes colors with the seasons. It's a delightful prospect. 

CRADLE TO CRADLE 

The goal of Cradle to Cradle is, therefore, more good. It is a celebration of abundance of 
renewable energy income, clean water, and social fairness. We will be 9 billion people 
by mid-century. We can celebrate abundance and fairness rather than being terrified of 
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limits and destitution. Our goal is clear: A delightfully diverse, safe, healthy and just 
world — with clean air, water, and soil — economically, equitably, ecologically, and 
elegantly enjoyed. Period. 

We honor the fact that commerce represents the engine of change. In order for there to 
be innovation, there must be revenues in excess of costs driving this R&D and returning 
profit to the company. This is a frame condition of the commercial activity. If you take the 
same positive approach to social dimension of change, we ask that ail people, as 
Jefferson did, have the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Instead of 
seeing a child being born as a population problem, we see them as someone to be 
welcomed into a safe place where they can manifest their dreams. With regard to 
environmental change, we actually see the opportunity for a positive human footprint, 
one that leaves the world better than we found it. You can see our approach honors 
commerce, honors government and society, and also honors the environment that we all 
live in. To honor present and future generations, this design framework can serve as the 
cornerstone for the celebration of American ingenuity in the pursuit of sustainable 
solutions for a secure and thriving nation. 

The human species is the most critical part of the world now. Given this, it’s time we 
started behaving responsibly while we enjoy being on this planet. This is not a no-growth 
strategy or a reduced-growth strategy, but one that asks instead, What do we want to 
grow? Prosperity, health, security, community, culture. We can grow all these things by 
following these design principles: 

• eliminate the concept of waste (all things are nutrients; value is continuously 
created and extracted; waste equals food); 

• use solar and renewable carbon-free energy; 

• celebrate diversity. 

These three principles are guiding us to a new paradigm. Rather than seeing materials 
as a waste management problem in which interventions here and there slow their trip 
from cradle to grave. Cradle to Cradle thinking sees materials as nutrients and 
recognizes two safe metabolisms in which they flow. Biological nutrients safely cycle 
back to the soil or water or the air, and technical nutrients stay safely encapsulated 
within the manufacturing industrial cycles. I see this as a critical concept for the nation, a 
tremendous economic opportunity. Today, at least half of what we are doing and making 
is being lost. We have the potential to recapture these materials — a boon to the 
economy as well as a relief to the environment. We can substitute good design and safe 
production and create an entirely new job creation opportunity that we have not seen 
since World War II. Eliminating the concept of waste, along with employing renewable 
energy and celebrating diversity, could be a powerful innovation engine. Indeed, it 
already is. 

Let me give some examples at different scales. In my companies, we havfe worked at all 
scales, from the molecule to the region, re-designing products, buildings, and 
communities with companies and governments who share our positive vision for the 
future. Many product manufacturers have discovered that Cradle to Cradle products 
typically reduce costs by about 20 percent due to the greater simplicity and less need for 
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regulation. The same effectiveness can be realized across our systems for buildings, 
neighborhoods, and cities. 

SHAW INDUSTRIES 

In the commercial interiors sector, there have been tremendous advances in Cradle to 
Cradle work since the early 1980s. Some of the largest American furniture companies, 
such as Herman Miller and Steelcase, are seeing profits having adopted these protocols. 
In fact, the largest carpet company in the world, Shaw Industries, has made significant 
strides in this area. 

Shaw, a Berkshire Hathaway Company, made the ground-breaking decision several 
years ago to design an environmentally sustainable carpet tile with the same cost and 
performance as standard carpet tiles. As the leading flooring provider to the commercial 
market, Shaw began its product development work using Cradle to Cradle thinking 
internally and then hired MBDC to review its product. 

Focusing first on materials, the Shaw team searched for ones that were safe, lightweight 
and could be recycled at a very high level of quality. Eco Solution Q®, a nylon 6 carpet 
fiber which Shaw had already developed, could be recycled back into virgin quality fiber 
again and again. The dilemma, however, was that product designers had to identify a 
material for the carpet tile backing that would not interfere with the recycling of the nylon 
6 fiber, as well as meet the other necessary performance criteria. 

Shaw developed a polyolefin backed carpet that would do everything expected of a 
potentially PVC backed carpet, and more. The material allowed the overall carpet tile to 
be 40% lighter than conventional PVC emulsion coated tiles. Shaw called the new 
backing EcoWorx®, and made this the standard for all new tile products. Shaw currently 
is establishing its own carpet recycling systems, in preparation for the day when 
customers call to have their carpets removed and replaced. 

In 2003, as a result of this work, Shaw Industries and MBDC won the first Presidential 
Green Chemistry Challenge award from President George W. Bush and the EPA. Shaw 
provided the carpet for the Make It Right houses. 

U.S, POSTAL SERVICE 

The United States Postal Service (USPS) has pursued the Cradle to Cradle framework 
as part of its efforts to differentiate itself from its competitors through sustainability, as 
well as demonstrate the range of services it can provide to its customers. 

USPS has now gone further than any other shipping service provider in understanding 
its ingredient chemistry for human health, environmental health and recyclability 
attributes, down to the level of 100 ppm (0.01%). As a result, the organization is 
exceeding regulatory requirements (e.g., FDA) and industry averages for ingredient data 
knowledge. The Postal Service is working to eliminate hazardous ingredients from its 
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packaging, with its suppliers' collaboration, and also applying aggressive sustainability 
criteria, while maintaining strict cost neutrality and highest performance. Where preferred 
ingredient chemistry was identified, USPS and MBDC created contract modifications to 
maintain suppliers’ use of these materials. 

NASA SUSTAINABILITY BASE 

The government is just as likely to be the innovative client as the corporation, by the way. 
The NASA Ames Sustainability Base, being constructed now in Moffett Field California, 
is expected to be the nation’s highest performing federal building. The building aims to 
go beyond LEED Platinum to be a Net Positive Building, meaning it is designed to 
generate more energy than it uses. But more than just an impressive, efficient building, 
Sustainability Base with NASA’s commitment to research and analysis will provide the 
kind of feedback that is needed to help continually improve buildings to promote 
wellness and productivity. Here again, a commitment to principles helped the 
collaborative team create a building that will be a new benchmark — not something that is 
just less bad than its conventional counterparts. 

With the creation of Sustainability Base, the science is about to get more exact. The data 
that NASA will glean from Sustainability Base could change the way architects design 
buildings and choose materials, affecting they practitioners think about lighting, 
acoustics and everything in between. 

As we explore the economics of this project, the potential becomes clear. Beginnning 
ROI analyses suggest that factoring in savings in energy costs, water consumption, 
decreased maintenance, reduced landscaping costs, and greater worker productivity, 
the building is likely to pay back in savings the entire initial cost in about a 1 5 year period, 
if that happens, then this high-performance federal facility will cost the American tax 
payer little to nothing after that for the entire life cycle of the building. Quite a deal! 

FORD ROUGE 

A favorite large-scale application of this thinking has to be the revitalization of the River 
Rouge plant for Ford, which Bill Ford started in 1999, 

We decided to look carefully at this planning/architecture/landscape architecture project, 
which we were hired to lead, through a Cradle to Cradle lens. After assessing innovation 
opportunities and costs, we found that the world’s largest green roof, a porous 
landscape, would be able to handle a stormwater problem that would have required 
some $48 million in conventional engineering (for an impen/ious site with thousands of 
feet of large concrete pipes, three chemical treatment plants, and more ...buried assets), 
instead, this new water-filtering landscape would cost only $13 million, saving the 
company up to $35 million in capital expense on day one. 

We explained to the board that the economics of the up to $35 million savings was the 
equivalent of an order for $900 million worth of new cars. The project was approved in 
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minutes and was built on time and on budget. The roof thrives today. (It’s also a thermal 
and wind barrier, adding to its effectiveness.) 

After the roof was installed on the auto plant, birds started nesting there within five days. 
Remember a building like a tree — ^this building is like a meadow. It makes oxygen, fixes 
nitrogen, sequesters carbon, purifies water, changes colors, creates micro-climates, 
absorbs particulates, makes habitats, and causes the building to be incredibly energy 
effective. The workers enjoy a place that is full of daylight and fresh air; it's a place that 
is an environment asset to the community, not a liability. 

WALMART 

Cradle to Cradle agendas are not marginal at this point in history. Even Walmart, the 
world’s largest retailer, is making change in this space. Lee Scott, former CEO of 
Walmart, initiated a significant program looking into issues of sustainability for Walmart; 
these efforts are proceeding under the leadership of current CEO Mike Duke. During the 
last half-decade, the results have been quite impressive from an economic, social, and 
environmental perspective. As most people are aware, Walmart’s primary stated 
business intention is to have the lowest possible prices. But it is interesting to watch the 
enterprise as it moves forward to not only have lowest cost but also higher quality, 
especially as it relates to issues of sustainability. 

Walmart has brought together universities, NGOs, and their supply chains to 
communicate about opportunities to become more efficient and drive down costs for the 
benefit of their consumers and their position in the marketplace. Walmart has stated 
goals for the corporation that it will become renewably powered, seek to have zero 
waste, and offer sustainable products. This is an immensely potent signal to the 
marketplace of how we will go fonward to define quality in the retail sector and product 
design and manufacturing. Walmart is under way with actively moving its initiative 
toward a more public process, called The Sustainability Consortium. This will be an 
engagement of many retailers and supply chains, so that the sustainability protocols that 
result from the research and experience being brought to bear by this broad range of 
participants will become a standard index for all retailers and manufacturers in the future. 

As a result of initiatives like this by Walmart and its partners, as well as those on the part 
of companies and individuals across the United States, we are about to see the markets 
respond in dramatic ways. Make It Right is a good example of this type of activity. 

One of the first things we hear from businesses when “green" or “sustainable” or even 
Cradle to Cradle attributes are mentioned in real estate or product development is that 
this must represent extra cost. This is not so. If designers take a positive attitude and are 
prepared to explore opportunities for optimization based on these principled sustainable 
criteria, we can drive the cost to the appropriate levels so that society can well afford to 
benefit from and enjoy its fruits. There are small and large examples being manifested 
every day. Furniture, like that of Steelcase and Herman Miller, that is easy to take apart 
so that materials can be easily recycled anywhere. But this often means that these 
products are easier to put together, too, which reduces costs and increases productivity 
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in the workforce and marketplace. Textiles with no toxic materials reduce the cost of 
compiex regulatory regimes, reduce anxieties on the part of workers and customers, and 
eliminate special handling and end-of-pipe treatments, for example. There are 
thousands of examples coming, wave upon wave, that represent these dramatic shift in 
attitude and implementation making it quickly become just simple "common sense.” 

We are reaching a tipping point, very important to attend politicaily, that has engaged far 
beyond five percent of the thinking population in our country. Many world leaders, 
including Thomas Jefferson and those since, have expressed the concept that five 
percent of the thinking population adopting and manifesting a new idea is enough to 
cause revolutionary change in society. 

These ideas are actually practiced by our largest companies, imagine when we will see 
them in the cars we make, the chemicals we manufacture, the products we enjoy, and in 
the buildings we inhabit, the local communities we belong to, the infrastructure that 
supports us, the regions we share, and nations we are dedicated to. What a delightful 
prospect — opportunity for innovation and economic activity at every scale. These 
innovations can be realized today and the government can support them. 

I’d be happy to provide further information including other examples of how this strategy 
can benefit our economy, help reduce our debt, provide meaningful jobs, reindustrialize 
the nation, and support local economies. This is a way that the human species can re- 
imagine a relationship to the planet as one where it is celebrating abundance of 
renewable energy in all its forms, clean water, minerals and polymers continuously and 
safely reused for generations, and a safe and healthy environment in which to raise 
children. 

Thomas Jefferson, in the Declaration of Independence, called for the celebration of life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. This was done in the recognition that remote 
tyranny was an unacceptable frame condition and as part of a revolution in how people 
would relate to each other and the world. This was written seven generations ago, and 
we still benefit from his foresight. We as his ancestors can rise now to the critical 
occasions of our time, recognizing that within the last 250 years, the system that we 
have adopted— manufacturing, mobility, habitation — have resulted in as many liabilities 
as benefits. Besides the wonderful advances in health care, technology, transportation, 
communications, economic well-being, etc., we also have created systems that, if 
designed, would have had a design assignment that looks like this: 

Design a system of production that 

o puts billions of pounds of toxic material into the air, water, and soil every year; 
o produces some materials so dangerous that they will require constant vigilance 
by future generations; 
o results in gigantic amounts of waste; 

o puts valuable materials in holes all over the planet, where they can never be 
retrieved; 

o requires thousands of complex, expensive regulations— not to keep people and 
natural systems safe, but rather to keep them from being poisoned too quickly; 
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o measures productivity by how few people are working; 
o creates prosperity by digging up or cutting down natural resources and then 
burying or burning them; 

o erodes the diversity of species and cultural praoctices; 
o puts carbon where it doesn’t belong (it should be in the soil) — 
o in the atmosphere causing climate concerns and 
o in oceans threatening coral reefs and the bottom of our food chain; and 
• creates a garbage patch in the ocean that’s twice the size of T exas with far more 
plastic than plankton 

Was this our intention? Intended or not, it has been our design to adopt a strategy of 
tragedy. If we say that tragedies are not our plan, we must admit that they are our de 
facto plan: they are happening because we have no other plan. It is time for America to 
come together and create a new plan. Any business or government realizing the scope 
of this tragedy must urgently adopt a strategy of change not just to survive but to rise 
above, now, and thrive once again. 

Once again, America needs to call for life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness— this 
time, free from the dangers of a badly designed industrial system. It is time, once again, 
to have a revolution based on a strategy of hope. I believe that Cradle to Cradle thinking, 
as we have seen in Make It Right and projects like the Ford Rouge, is the core of this 
strategy. 

IT IS TIME FOR A NEW DESIGN 

In 1789, Thomas Jefferson was communicating with James Madison about howto fund 
the federal government. Jefferson thought the borrowing power of the government would 
only be one generation (he thought it should be 19 years, it became 30 years). His logic 
can be paraphrased: The Earth belongs to the living. No man, by natural right, may 
oblige the lands he owns or operates to debts greater than those that may be paid 
during his own lifetime. For if he could, the world would belong to the dead and not to the 
living. The world would belong to the dead. 

Our nation’s debts are huge, our national economy is in trouble, and our industrial 
system of production has produced not only delights but serious problems that we must 
address now. We need a new design. But first, we need a new design philosophy like 
Cradle to Cradle, in order for our in order for our generation to leave a legacy that future 
generations will celebrate rather than bemoan. We celebrate Jefferson’s legacies, the 
Declaration of independence, the Bill of Rights, and public education, here now, some 
seven generations later. How will our seventh generation celebrate our legacy? This is 
up to you, our leaders. We, the commercial and environmental sectors will join you if you 
lead and we will forge ahead as best we can if you don’t. 

Let’s all work together and make it right 
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CRADLE-TO-CRADLE BUILDING 

Mr. Olver. Well, I must say I am blown away by the testimony 
today. I actually did read it; maybe it will come out that I have. 
The greatest admiration for the principals and processes that you 
have gone through in reaching where you are. And I want to say 
in the case of Mr. McDonough, I wanted to quote to everybody — 
by the way, I am a chemist. 

Mr. McDonough. Polyvinyl chloride. 

Mr. Olver. All right, polyvinyl chloride. So you mentioned PVC, 
and I just didn’t then see exactly what it was. But what a wonder- 
ful thing to manage to figure out how to get heyond that. 

I want to just quote to you from Mr. McDonough’s, what I found 
the most interesting one sentence of his testimony, mayhe it is two 
sentences, actually, and I am going to quote it. 

“From my designer’s perspective, I ask why can’t I design a 
building like a tree? A building that makes oxygen, fixes nitrogen, 
sequesters carbon, distills water, builds soil, accrues solar energy 
as fuel, makes complex sugars and food, creates micro-climates and 
changes colors with the seasons, it is a delightful prospect.” 

And it seems to me that much of what you are doing, it is the 
cradle-to-cradle concept as you have laid it out, that little section 
about a tree. 


LEED 

Anyway I commend the full testimony to all of you, whether you 
happen to be from HUD, from Transportation, EPA or others who 
are here, because you are involved in the sustainability business. 
These folks have really done an excellent job of laying out the situ- 
ation that we are in, and I do commend that to you. 

We are now on the 5-minute and I am going to have to control 
myself here or I wouldn’t have any questions at all here. I do want 
to not acknowldge that we have had enormous innovations since 
the LEED process began. And, Mr. Darden, you have mentioned 
that you are now planning to do, in the 2010 production that you 
do, LEED Platinum. 

Mr. Darden. That is correct. We do it now, so our goal is to build 
LEED Platinum houses. 

Mr. Olver. From now on. 

Mr. Darden. From now on, absolutely; but also at the same price 
that market rate construction costs in New Orleans. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Now, I note in the case of both Chicago and 
Portland, the references are mostly, if not all, in the testimony to 
LEED Silver. I trust that because these capabilities to produce the 
stronger positions, these have been advancing because of innova- 
tion year by year. So what you do in your areas, too, and the 2009 
manual, the SAM manual you mentioned, I hope is going to be 
functioning at Platinum level rather than Silver level. My guess is 
that the additional cost that that implies is paid back within 3 to 
5 years, and the savings from so doing goes on for the next 50 
years. 

So it seems to me that we should be following, tracking as quick- 
ly as possible, the advancement of these because of innovations in 
all of the areas that you work. 
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Ms. Andolino. Absolutely, sir. In fact, the struggle we had, un- 
fortunately, is a tower doesn’t really fit into LEED, because LEED 
really deals more with residential buildings or office space, not a 
building that has a base and a tower on top and just a means of 
ingress and egress in between. So in our attainment of LEED, we 
were only able to achieve LEED Silver because otherwise there 
weren’t enough points in the system essentially to meet the needs 
of a tower. 

And that why we are focusing on getting an independent organi- 
zation to put together a process that deals with our industry air- 
ports and the unique buildings we have. Like many of my col- 
leagues have had now LEED-certified terminals in Boston, in At- 
lanta they are planning one, Indianapolis has one. And so there are 
many great things going on. But, again, it is sort of a square peg/ 
round hole, and LEED is a great start but we need truly something 
that is a little hit more reflective of our organization, our type of 
business, and that is where we are promoting kind of a LEED for 
airports. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. I will get an additional chance. I am sure we 
are going to continue with 5-minute processes here, so we will fol- 
low up with more thoughts. Mr. LaTourette. 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you all for 
your testimony. I don’t want to he misunderstood when I said at 
the beginning I think you are all doing great work. You are all 
doing great work. That is not the point of my objection to what is 
going on. 

The point of my objection is, as I understand the administration’s 
proposal, and now being given over to Mr. Giver’s stewardship, is 
to break down silos and to create livable and sustainable commu- 
nities, and integrate transportation with affordable housing and 
some other things. What I heard is silo, silo, silo, silo. 

Now my big problem is, I get the HUD piece, I understand why 
HUD would be making investment in what you are doing, Mr. Dar- 
den — by the way, Thom Darden was my favorite player ever from 
the University of Michigan. 

Mr. Darden. No relation. 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, actually he spelled it Thom Darden, we 
used to call him Thom. 

I don’t get why we are invading the Highway Trust Eund. High- 
way Trust Eund. It is paid for by Eederal excise tax on gasoline, 
it is a user fee. And the deal we make with the traveling public 
is you buy gasoline, you pay into the trust fund, and it builds infra- 
structure. 

A decision was made a number of years ago — I love transit and 
I think the $56 billion, roughly, out of the 6-year bill is a good in- 
vestment, but it should come out of the general fund, as should 
what you are doing, because all of the things that you are engaged 
in are not contributing to the trust fund. 

So that is my problem and that continues to be my problem. And 
the same with the airport improvement program. I think the air- 
port improvement program, when I pay PFV or whatever, I don’t 
check bags anymore because I have to pay 20 bucks. 
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Ms. Andolino. Thirty. 

Mr. LaTourette. But all of those fees, I expect what you have 
done in Chicago, a runway, I expect to be able to get there on time, 
if at all possible, and I expect good infrastructure. So I don’t quib- 
ble with anything that you are doing. 

I think it is all great work, but my problem is where it is coming 
from. Why should we — and, Mr. Hansen, you started in the seven- 
ties. How much Federal investment was made when you began 
your great work in the 1970s? Well, you weren’t there, but Port- 
land was. 

Mr. Hansen. Well, certainly we in the Greater Portland Region 
believe that what is important is mobility and that mobility is real- 
ly providing people choices, whether that be driving their car, or 
whether it be using public transportation, or whether it be address- 
ing it through biking or pedestrian activity. 

But that connection from our standpoint has always been about 
mobility, and the Highway Trust Fund allows us to be able to have, 
obviously, a certain amount of flexibility in how those investments 
are made. And we think that the local area in fact is better to be 
able see how to break down those silos, or, as some would say cyl- 
inders of excellence. But the issue for us is really how do you inte- 
grate that? And I think that that is something that the administra- 
tion is making a very real effort at; that is, HUD, EPA and DOT. 

Mr. LaTourette. I am not quibbling with you, but why does it 
have to come out of the Highway Trust Fund? Why can’t you get 
your dough out of the general fund? You can. You can make the 
same choices, right? 

Mr. Hansen. Certainly something that the Congress can choose 
to be able to do. But to a very large degree, the Highway Trust 
Fund has created some of the very problems that we are seeing 
from air quality, from a carbon intensity standpoint and others. 
And to be able to solve that does seem to me to be a legitimate pur- 
pose and use of the trust fund. 

REBUILDING THE LOWER NINTH WARD 

Mr. LaTourette. We are going to respectfully disagree, but I 
would tell you that I think the sustainability people are the old 
sprawl people. And I am okay with that. But I would say that if 
you are going to attack sprawl and if you are going to have 
interconnectivity and intermodalism in all the cities, you have to 
reverse the tax policy, what we have around since the end of the 
Second World War, that indicates we are going to subsidize home 
ownership in this country. That is what creates sprawl. You can 
chicken-and-egg the thing, and say because I get to write off the 
interest on my mortgage and because I get to write off other things, 
I am going to buy a house that is 30 miles outside of Cleveland, 
and you are going to have to build a road to it or somebody build 
a road, and so I moved out there. Until you reverse those things 
you are not going to really affect that. 

I am happy that Mr. Pastor is here because I was interested in 
your discussion of native plants that you are planting along — I 
don’t think he has any native plants out there, maybe cacti, so he 
probably will save on water a lot. 



318 


Mr. Darden, you said you are currently building these Platinum 
houses at $20 a square foot over market rates? 

Mr. Darden. That is right, $150 a square foot. And keep in mind 
that it is a unique situation. We are building disaster-resistant 
houses in an area 

Mr. LaTourette. I got it; I am just trying to figure out what it 
is. So this house over here, how much did that cost? 

Mr. Darden. If it is a prototype design, then the budget is about 
$200 per square foot. That was one of the first of that particular 
design that we built, so more like $200,000. 

Mr. LaTourette. Two hundred thousand dollars for the house. 
How many square feet is it? 

Mr. Darden. About 1,400. 

Mr. LaTourette. And the other problem when we come back, is 
that — Denver is not here, but one of the problems with this notion 
of building housing and connecting it to rail is you are pricing the 
people out. You are not doing affordable housing in some cities. 
What you are doing is letting rich people buy nice places in cities, 
and they can take the train to work, which is nice. But that sort 
of defeats the purpose of affordable housing, in my mind. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Darden. To address that, all of the families that we work 
with are former residents of the Lower Ninth who lost their homes 
during the storm. And so if we are indeed building a house that 
is a prototype, then we don’t pass that cost on to the family. So the 
family’s sale price is fixed at our target construction cost, fixed at 
market rate. And so we raise money privately to fund that extra 
cost that we incur, and that allows us to experiment and then drive 
down costs on future houses. 

Mr. LaTourette. I get that. But, again, you are dealing with a 
situation where that house is subsidized. I think New Orleans is 
a different situation than most parts of the country because of dev- 
astation down there. Going to Denver, they are building nice 
houses and rich people are moving into them, and people who make 
modest means can’t afford to buy them, to get on the train to go 
to work. 

Mr. Darden. We know how to build houses that are green and 
affordable. Those lessons could be applied anywhere in the country. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Pastor. 

affordable housing 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. We do have native plants and I invite 
you to come to Arizona, and you can go up to Flagstaff and see the 
pines, or stay in Phoenix and see the swarels and the grasses that 
we have. So I ask you to come over and we can go to Glendale also. 

One of the problems that I think we have — and I follow with Mr. 
LaTourette — is once you start building housing, you aim to be af- 
fordable housing; and before you know it, without some subsidies 
or the ownership being a public sector, that you tend to get to high- 
er costs because it attracts people with money and they get to the 
game and walk around a lot. 

It is a problem, I think, and the question goes to this: About 4 
years ago, or 2 years ago, we started this initiative in Phoenix. We 
now have the first 20 miles of a light rail system. And we have 
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open areas and areas that are built out, downtown area. And we 
are trying to bring affordable housing so that we have that equity 
in terms of people who have middle incomes, lower incomes, can be 
able to live and get to work, because they are the ones that will 
use the public system. They are the ones that will use the buses 
and the transit system. 

And since you have had some experience, all of you have had 
some experience, since HUD and the Department of Transportation 
are developing this initiative and what grants to give, what would 
you suggest to them in terms of what would meet our goals and, 
at the same time, that money is used wisely so that we can have 
equity, affordable housing, and lower the imprint that we are — 
quality of life we are all trying to attain. 

So as these people are getting their initiative pretty much start- 
ed, what would you suggest to them of what they need to do in 
these grants so that the city of Phoenix, the city of Portland, or 
Maricopa County can achieve what we all want to achieve? All four 
of you can take a shot at it. 

Mr. Hansen. Let me begin. First, I think it is very important 
that affordable housing is a key element of being able to make our 
cities work, our regions work, and certainly to make public trans- 
portation work. 

The issue, from at least the Portland region, is that we often look 
at what the total cost of being able to both buy that house, but also 
to have that transport necessary to get to and from the necessary 
activities of life. And when you add those two costs together, that 
is the true cost of that sprawl, if in fact it means that that indi- 
vidual must have or that family must have multiple vehicles, must, 
in fact, pay lots in terms of transportation costs, that is part of that 
housing choice. 

So first I think one needs to look at it realistically about what 
the costs are of the housing and the housing location. 

Number two is we do believe very fundamentally that what in 
fact the Department of Housing and Urban Development under 
Secretary Donovan, Shelly Batista in the Sustainability Office, is 
doing, as well as Secretary LaHood and Administrator Rogoff at 
FTA, and that is how do you integrate these things so that you ac- 
tually achieve in a community the ranges of affordability for hous- 
ing, the ability to be able to have alternatives to get around, to be 
able to walk at least for some of those trips or take public transit. 

We in the Portland region have done that and think it is very 
important. We also realize that in the Portland region, 82 percent 
of our riders are what we call choice riders; that is, they have a 
vehicle or access to a vehicle, but still make use of public transport. 
So it has become a part of the community. It is not for rich, it is 
not just for poor, though transit dependency is a very key element. 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 

Ms. Andolino. One of the things I want to address is we talked 
about the Highway Trust Fund and roadways. One of the things 
that is unique about what we have done is the fact we have dealt 
with the civil side, heavy civil, roadways, bridges, which are run- 
ways. I mean, a runway is essentially a roadway, and we have relo- 
cated bridges and rail lines and roadways as part of our program. 
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And what we did is that we went into this consciously to look at 
how we can build it in a sustainable manner. No one told us to. 
There were requirements that were had by the FAA, but our pro- 
gram was more sustainable and more of a commitment to the envi- 
ronment than even they required of us in our environmental im- 
pact statement. 

With that we went in again, knowingly in our design as well as 
our construction, of how we could respect the environment. When 
I say “the environment,” mind you, O’Hare is surrounded by com- 
munities all around us. If we would have taken that 17 million 
cubic yards of soil and filled those trucks up and dumped them in 
landfills, that would have been over 500,000 trucks on those high- 
ways, on those roadways, destroying them and creating greater im- 
pact. In addition, it would have been releasing particulate into the 
air, and then traversing through the communities as well as con- 
gesting those streets. 

So by thinking proactively, we made a business decision and it 
became part of our culture right in the beginning to figure out 
ways, how we could minimize our impacts to the community and 
do the right things. In doing so, there was a business case there 
as well that saved us $120 million. We used our resources more 
wisely. 

And many times, we are already doing some of these initiatives; 
we are just not doing them consciously because they are good busi- 
ness decisions. 

And now, as you heard, the recycling of aggregate and the reuse 
of projects, many people are doing that because, again, it makes 
good business sense. But you are not using virgin material, you are 
utilizing product onsite. 

In fact what we have done is collected product onsite, stored it, 
accumulated it, brought in a crusher, crushed it to our specs, and 
then again reused it into our program, minimizing hauling trips on 
and off which normally would happen otherwise. 

So I think when you are looking at a budget, a highway fund 
that has challenges, if you think about it consciously and how you 
can proactively go in, make the right choices, do things that are 
sustainable, you can actually save money and then pave more 
roads or fix more highways. You know, there is a positive end to 
that. 

Mr. Pastor. I think she was answering Steve’s question, not 
mine. 

Mr. Olver. I think that is true. I allowed you to do so, but I will 
play off that one, you know. In doing what you are doing by taking 
all those trucks, all those trucks out of the neighborhood roads, 
they paid monies into the trust fund. And by doing what you have 
done, you are in fact causing less money to go into the trust fund. 
So I am thinking, trying to put my head where Steve was at an 
earlier point here. 

Mr. LaTourette. Good luck to you. 

Mr. Olver. He is going to answer. He is going to come back at 
me for that, I am quite sure. 

Mr. LaTourette. I am minding my own business. 

Mr. Olver. I want to cover a lot of, a couple of other things here. 
Mr. Hansen, you have this wonderful chart in here which shows 



321 


the miles traveled per capita in Portland and how it has declined 
over time and so forth. And it looks to me, you give the data for 
Portland alone. You give the data for Portland to Vancouver, 
which, I take it, means the whole Cascadia grouping. Is it just 
Portland and Vancouver? 

Mr. Hansen. Portland and Vancouver, Washington which is a 
sister city and it is within the SMSA. 

Mr. Olver. Oh. Ah. Okay. So that suggests — oh, all right. Okay. 
Now, I was reading that a little bit different. When you said Port- 
land to Vancouver, I was reading it Portland to Vancouver, Canada 
and trying to bring in a comparison of what Vancouver, Canada 
and Seattle and Tacoma and Portland, the four major cities in that 
area. Okay. 

Mr. Hansen. That is Vancouver, as the mayor likes to say, of the 
United States. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Now, if I read that carefully, then, Vancouver, 
Washington is a bit more green than Portland, Oregon. Is that 
what that chart says? 

Mr. Hansen. No, it would actually say just the opposite. They 
are a relatively lower population area, a bit more spread out, so 
that the vehicle miles traveled will be a bit greater just because of 
the land use patterns. But it is not dramatically different. It is, as 
you can tell, it is not, those bars for the two or the lines for the 
two are roughly the same and moving certainly in the same direc- 
tion. 


AIRPORT SUSTAINABILITY 

Mr. Olver. I will have to think about that little bit further. 
Clearly my thinking process came up with a quick decision in the 
wrong direction. But each of you has provided templates for how 
to do this. And I would like to ask you, Rosemary, what, your testi- 
mony is largely about, the process that you followed in the case of 
O’Hare. Does that apply equally? Can that apply equally to the 
renovation of a constrained piece of territory like Midway and to 
Logan and to Los Angeles, the downtown Los Angeles airport, con- 
strained in where you had some capacity to do and renovate with 
all the tools that you could put together to achieve a result. 

And I am also interested a little bit in whether the economies of 
scale that would be involved in smaller projects are, then worth it. 
Or is it that there, you can put all these things together in the case 
of Chicago and the whole of this ends up being, producing a much 
better result. 

Ms. Andolino. In fact, Midway, like you said, it is a constrained 
site. We are moving forward with a consolidated rent-a-car facility 
there. That rental car facility, at its onset, was not designed origi- 
nally with the sustainable design manual that we have. What we 
did, we are ready to go now and build this product. We went back 
to our designers and said, we want you to fix it before we put this 
out to bid. That process now is going to have many sustainable ele- 
ments as well, recycling of gray water, as well as native land- 
scaping, green walls, photo voltaics on lighting. 

So you can tailor this to any project and any size airport. The 
issue is you have to do it knowingly, and you go in there with that 
thought process and its about, in a sense, changing a culture. 
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thinking about things differently and making like, at airport safety 
is a given. 

Mr. Olver. I guess what I was thinking was that there is a crit- 
ical mass of things that you can do and the savings kind of cascade 
in a situation like that, and I was wondering whether that is going 
to be as applicable in small projects. 

Ms. Andolino. It is because each project is individually stands 
on its own. But you have multiple, you get a larger bang again 
when you have a project like O’Hare that is doing to multiple ele- 
ments to it. But O’Hare, interesting enough, is a constrained site. 
We sit on 7,000 acres, but most of it does have infrastructure on 
it already. So we had to, again, think through our earth work man- 
agement plan because those 500,000 truck trips that I talked about 
that did not go off site stayed on those 7,000 acres. So we used 
larger equipment to do it. So everything is unique. 

Mr. Olver. My time is up. Mr. LaTourette. 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t want 
to disappoint the chairman, so I am going to come back to the point 
that he was making. Referring again to the aforementioned Trans- 
portation Weekly, and ask unanimous consent that page 11 and 12 
go into the record of this hearing. Here is the, I couldn’t have said 
it any better than it is written here. And it says this: “The stated 
aim of the groups and legislators that support livability, sustain- 
ability, is to get a higher percentage of trust fund dollars dedicated 
to non highway programs like transit and livable sustainable com- 
munities in the next reauthorization bill.” Now, all of your goals 
and all of your projects are worthy. That is not the point of my ob- 
servation. To phrase it another way, they want to spend a higher 
percentage of proceeds from a dedicated Federal excise tax to sup- 
port new programs to encourage people to stop paying the excise 
tax. To put it another way, imagine a new proposal to start a Fed- 
eral spending program that would write large checks to people who 
are currently paying income taxes on the condition that they just 
stop paying their income taxes. 

That is the, this is a limited resource thing, and so I am not — 
I think you have all, I will say it again, doing wonderful work. It 
is a question of where the dollars come from. And I heard, how 
many Federal highway trust fund dollars were used on your 
project? 

Ms. Andolino. Zero. But we did contribute. 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, sure you did. That is exactly the point. 
So if you are able to do it, you have been able to do all your great 
work, you have been able to do all your great work. Why do you 
want to steal money from the trust fund to do what you are already 
doing? 

Ms. Andolino. The issue that we are looking at doing is trying 
to make sustainability something that is part and parcel of every- 
day responsibility; and to do that, we need to have standards and 
guidelines to allow people to do it responsibly and just like there 
is now, a program, let’s say with lead or other elements to show 
how to build things in a sustainable manner. 
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Mr. LaTourette. I don’t disagree with you. But what do you 
need to take money out. I mean, you are not answering my ques- 
tions. Why do you have to take $307 million 

Mr. Olver. Could I get an answer from this philosophical argu- 
ment out of the philosopher at the table? 

Mr. LaTourette. Excellent. 

Mr. Olver. All right. Bill McDonough, what do you have to say 
about this one? 

Mr. McDonough. Well, I must say that my history of work has 
been in the commercial sector and we see commerce as the real en- 
gine of change in this regard; and that the guardian, which we call 
you, represents another level of activity. And so the way we put the 
two together is to recognize that humans have developed two syn- 
dromes of survival, commerce and the guardian. And the guardian 
is slow. It is serious. 

Mr. LaTourette. What are you pointing at me for? 

Mr. McDonough. You are all guardians. You are the guardian. 

Mr. Olver. We know that the Congress is slow. 

Mr. McDonough. Everybody who is up a foot. Okay. But it is 
meant to be slow and serious. It reserves the right to kill. And it, 
and when you look at commerce, we are very quick, we are very 
creative, we are highly effective, highly efficient and we can move 
out. And we are meant to be honest always because you can’t do 
business with someone if you are not honest. And so we have to 
avoid what we call these monstrous hybrids where you get two 
things confused. And so from my perspective we work in the com- 
mercial sector. We see the delivery of these kind of possibilities 
with commercial realities. So that is the key element that you are 
hearing here is that where the pots of money are is almost a sepa- 
rate question. The work we have done is without any subsidy at 
all. 

And what we are looking at there is saying how can the commer- 
cial sector get creative enough to play this thing out. But what I 
would like to add is another dimension of quality because the dan- 
ger we have is that people start with metrics and say I want to be 
less bad or I want to save some money or do this or that. And if 
you start with metrics, you can move to tactics, you can get to 
strategies, and you might get to goals and you might try to figure 
out where the money comes from. But you won’t have change the 
design because you can’t innovate if you are benchmarking. So 
what we like is to have people start with values, like we all believe 
in the kinds of things that Congressman LaTourette was pointing 
out. We all believe in this stuff. This is good stuff. That is prin- 
cipled activity. And then we go from principled activity to setting 
our goals. 

And I told you ours which I haven’t heard one argument from. 
Even President Bush brought me to the White House twice to ex- 
plain this to the 0MB. These are good commonsensical things that 
we are talking about and nobody will argue that we want to have 
poisonous products and things like that. Then we move from the 
goals to the strategies to the tactics and then we discover the 
metrics. That is what is so beautiful about what you are seeing 
here today. The real magical part of this is the fact that everybody 
at this table is a principled operator. 
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And then the metrics appear after they perform on a principled 
level. And that is what is exciting, gets to your question about 
what happens when $150,000 house is all of a sudden worth 
$250,000, and the neighborhood gets gentrified, and what hap- 
pened to the affordable housing, right? I mean, that is a funda- 
mental question. It is ironic that you end up gentrifying your own 
protocol for affordable housing just because you did a good job. But 
if we don’t do a great job, then what are we really doing? 

And I would like to spend, since you have some chemistry in the 
background, I would just like to give you one second on some of the 
chemistry. What terrifies me is that if you look at the affordable 
housing in America, and you actually look at the level of the mol- 
ecule with the microscope, what you will see is endocrine disrup- 
tion, heavy metal contamination, volatile compounds, 
formaldehydes. All the things that gave this young girl asthma are 
being pumped out in the name of affordability. And if we are going 
to create affordable housing for people and then send them into our 
health care system with really unknown and strange effects that 
will hit them in life and where young girls will lose their sexual 
development because of endocrine disruption, these are really scary 
things that we ought to focus on. 

And this group ought to be quite aware of because the question 
is not just lowest cost, it is also highest quality for our citizens. 
And in fact, that is part of our health care package. And strange 
things like PVC, you know, recycled PVC gets points in lead. That 
means you are recycling cancer and you are giving people points 
for recycling cancer in the home. And we are discovering that the 
plasticides and the thallates coming out of that PVC are going into 
the flesh of humans. 

And our children, we worry about the weight, and Mrs. Obama 
worries about children’s weight. These PVCs are putting out 
plasticides that are lodging in our flesh. And do you know what 
your body does when it has a piece of something in your flesh that 
was delivered by your bloodstream? It surrounds it with fat mol- 
ecules. Isn’t that interesting? We are actually surrounding our- 
selves with a soup of chemicals that is going to lead to things like 
obesity and ill health and hormone disruptions and things like 
that. It is not okay to say, oh, I made it on the numbers, and then 
put people into gas chambers. It is not okay. 

Mr. Olver. I think that is a profound statement that you have 
just made. And we will go on to Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. LaTourette. Could I have some of my time back? I mean, 
I think he just spent 4 minutes on your time. 

Mr. Olver. You were already on the red. 

Mr. LaTourette. I was not. I was green. We are all about green 
here Mr. Chairman. I just really just want to make one follow up, 
if I can, because I really do think you took like 3 minutes of my 
time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. Really? 

Mr. LaTourette. Yeah. I am paying attention down here. I 
think you all, your answer to the chairman’s question that took all 
my time really is the point. And again, I don’t think we are dis- 
agreeing with any of your goals, any of the great projects you are 
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doing. My question is, why are we siphoning money out of the high- 
way trust fund? And nobody — well, okay. Go ahead. 

Mr. Hansen. I mean it seems to me that a decision that the Con- 
gress made in the early 1990s, when a 5 cent gas tax was ap- 
proved, made a decision about how to be able to allocate those re- 
sources and to be able to provide for a general overall goal. Obvi- 
ously, as the Congress, you can revisit that issue. But it was a very 
conscious decision that was made in that, and I think, from my 
perspective, I think very appropriate. 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, I do too, back in the 1990s. But I think 
there are 57 diversions from the highway trust fund. I mean, we 
have got a covered bridge program. We have got CMAQ. We have 
got enhancements. Now, you guys want to do the sustainability 
thing. So pretty soon, I mean, I really think that if you want to do 
these programs at DOT, that they should come out of the general 
fund and not just continue to raid the highway trust fund. And the 
professor down there, I think he agrees with me in a long round- 
about way, but I think he is on board. So thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. All right. Mr. Pastor. 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

Mr. Pastor. Not raiding the trust fund, but there are now initia- 
tives that HUD and Transportation have come together and say we 
are going out, and these are the values and this is what we want 
to accomplish. And I read in your, that, I guess, at least in the 
HUD part, transit is not mandated in one of their sustainable com- 
munities, part of it. So the question is this: These initiatives are 
being thought out, they are going to send out proposals, request for 
proposals for communities to say, you are going to be able to plan 
or you are going to be able to do these things and the money will 
be going out. 

Please send us a proposal. What I am trying to get from you 
since you guys are practitioners, what would be your recommenda- 
tion to HUD and transportation to say, in order to achieve what 
Congress intends, and what we think is good for the American peo- 
ple, we would suggest you do these three things in your request for 
proposals so that we don’t screw up the trust fund and we do what 
we want to do in terms of having sustainable communities. 

So that is the question I am trying to get to and get your re- 
marks on that in the short time that I will have. So I will start 
with you and you can go down. 

Mr. McDonough. Well, I would say just based on what we just 
heard from the other Congressman is I think going back to first 
principles. I would look at these funds and simply say what were 
they for. And if you say it is for mobility of people, I don’t know 
that that has to be strictly defined around lots of concrete for cars. 
It could also be defined around other ways to create the mobility 
that people need. And if there is an appropriate linkage to the prin- 
ciples used for the allocation of those funds in another way, that 
serves the purpose in a more effective and sustaining manner, then 
I think is appropriate to evaluate all the terms based on what prin- 
ciples were used when they were established. 
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Mr. Pastor. Well, it is not only mobility. It is also to create an 
environment of affordable living and quality of life. I mean, so all 
those things other values that we are trying to include. 

Mr. McDonough. We just did an analysis the other day, just to 
give you a feeling for what is out there that you are about to see. 
We just did an analysis of all the that are available to do sustain- 
able power for communities and universities, and we discovered the 
most amazing thing. In the private equity world, there are huge 
funds — I don’t know if you know this — that are dedicated to not 
having any interest paid as long as the funds are used for public 
purpose and for schools. Zero interest desired on the part of the in- 
vestors. You take that kind of parsing of all the monies that are 
available, and you do an optimization and it turns out you can 
solar power municipalities for free. Isn’t that amazing? 

That is coming at us now and the job creation is magnificent. 
And that is what is coming. And so you have to integrate that side 
of it with your side of it and say, okay, how do we create these af- 
fordable communities with safe healthy homes? Tom and his teams 
are working on how to do that physically. We are hearing the infra- 
structure, people building infrastructure, are figuring out how to do 
that very efficiently and effectively. And I think we just have to sit 
down, as commerce and guardian and do an optimization of your 
funds and our funds and say, okay, what is our goal and how do 
we deploy it? It is going to require us to talk to each other. 

Mr. Olver. Let’s go down the line. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. You have about a minute each. 

dot/hud partnership 

Mr. Darden. Sounds good. We think that HUD and transpor- 
tation are definitely on the right track with initiatives like sustain- 
able communities. And so if we were going to look, I mean, one of 
the things that we are trying to do is integrate infrastructure into 
the area that we are building these very sustainable houses. So we 
are looking at things like pervious concrete to capture stormwater 
in New Orleans. It probably not a major problem for your State, 
but in New Orleans, stormwater management is a huge problem, 
and so every time it rains, the streets flood. So can we use what 
was an impervious surface to actually capture that storm water 
and then that saves on the costs of having to then pump that storm 
water back over the levee system. 

So we are looking at that that integration of infrastructure and 
landscape as well into the neighborhood that we are building. And 
so we think that that integration is the right approach. Just in 
terms of the potential savings in that initiative there were man- 
dates like the use of smart meters or even just energy saving light 
fixtures, savings could be, say, 20 percent in conservative estimates 
on energy costs for the families, which you know, translates to a 
few thousand dollars per year, which translates over 100 million 
houses let’s say to $50 billion is a conservative estimate. 

So that type of money, if that type of money can be saved, you 
know, I am no expert in congressional budgets or Federal budgets, 
but we should get the money to implement the savings or the tech- 
nologies that achieve those types of savings wherever we can. 
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Mr. Hansen. I think that the integration between HUD and the 
Department of Transportation under this administration has been 
really hitting the exact mark that needs to be there. When we look 
at something, for example, such as affordable housing for seniors, 
multi family affordable housing for seniors, what oftentimes hap- 
pens is that they look for the lowest land price to be able to buy 
that property to build it. But it is then far away from public trans- 
portation so that the connectivity, the livability, the quality of life 
is lost to that. 

And I think what under this initiative, a chance to be really able 
to integrate that is there. My recommendation is that it really has 
to have as we are planning this, not in Portland, because we do al- 
ready, but in other places, is to require public transportation to be 
at the table as these issues are being developed. I think that will, 
in fact, move us a long way forward, and again, very frankly, what 
HUD is already, is starting to launch right in this process now, I 
believe. 

Mr. Olver. One minute. 

Ms. Andolino. Yes. I think the concept here is ideal because you 
are talking something that has had a sustainable component to it, 
like you have heard the great things that Fred and Tom talked 
about, as well as Bill, about vertical buildings, construction, and 
how we are working our way and making that extremely green and 
sustainable. But what has been off the table has been the infra- 
structure, the roadways, the access to those areas, whether it be 
public transit or again just surface that gets you to those vertical 
structures. We need to look at this in a complete package from the 
vertical, with the horizontal, because the two do come together. 
You need both. So therefore, we are just saying the awareness 
needs to now, and sustainability has to be applied consciously to 
the flat work, to the horizontal work, so that you get the best re- 
sults in our progress to continue to employ those new technologies 
as you talked about. Congressman, and make our program sustain- 
able from the start to the finish. 

SUSTAINABLE BUILDING TEMPLATE 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Thank you. I would go through another 
round — well, we will see whether Mr. LaTourette comes back. He 
may have decided that he has made his point. Mr. Darden, I want 
to, you too have a template. I mean the templates that have been 
shown in airports and in a city and so forth, in totality in a city 
with what they have been trying to do and so many others are try- 
ing to do, that is great. You have a template that is very greatly 
enhanced by the megaphone of Brad Pitt, I think, at its base, at 
its base. 

Now, can we move that template without Brad Pitt? Can we 
move it with what Bill is talking about, about those funds, those 
investors who are willing to take zero interest? And it would take 
me a while. I am going to have to go back to what you actually said 
and try to understand it step by step because you were carrying 
us through several steps in quick order. Give me your thoughts. 

Mr. Darden. Sure. I think that we have to find ways to imple- 
ment, whether it is the template that we are using for housing or 
the templates that my other colleagues here are using. 
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Mr. Olver. I mean you have done wonderful things getting all 
those different architects, famous architects to come and do this, 
but the guy that brought them I think was probably the involve- 
ment of Brad Pitt in large measure. 

Mr. Darden. Absolutely. I think that Brad was frustrated by the 
lack of progress in rebuilding after Hurricane Katrina. He wanted 
to do whatever he could do to help. So for him, that was his passion 
about architecture, so he reached out to experts like Bill 
McDonough and asked them to all come together and think cre- 
atively about what the future of rebuilding in the lower 9th ward 
should look like. 

So going back to McDonough’s statement, we started first with 
our values and then we worked into, you know, how to make these 
designs affordable, and that is something that we are working on 
constantly. But you are right. I mean, the template that we have 
developed for reducing costs is a template that could be applied to 
any type of housing project, any type of construction really, and it 
is quite simple. Everyone can do this. And so we have to figure out 
whatever it takes to get people to do this, and I think that is part 
of the reason that we are here. 

Mr. Olver. You have actually got a template that is not so far 
in cost from what Bill has just described as the way we always did 
that kind of thing, which is so disastrous. 

Mr. Darden. That is exactly right. So we are striving to build 
houses that use materials that are healthy for humans and the en- 
vironment. And we are trying to do that. At the same time, we are 
really, really close to being able to do that in the lower 9th ward 
even with elevated houses and storm-resistant houses, and we be- 
lieve that we can do that elsewhere in the country very easily at 
the same cost of standard construction. 

Mr. Olver. Essentially, my view comes down close to we 
shouldn’t be putting any public dollars into anything that is less 
than DEED platinum these days, given the state of innovation and 
such. 

Mr. McDonough. I think we should go beyond DEED platinum. 

Mr. Olver. I said that isn’t anything less than DEED platinum. 
And we are going to innovate. Every couple of years, we advance 
on this stuff. We have got to track the advancements. 

Mr. McDonough. Well, I was just going to say that one of the 
fun things about the cradle-to-cradle approach is that it allows to 
look to the parts per billion and not just become toadies of indus- 
try. And so if we look at what happened that make it right, you 
should see these houses were studied. They were built with stick, 
modular, panelized and manufactured techniques to study which 
systems would result in the cheapest possible houses of the highest 
possible quality. And it has been a great experiment. That is what 
it was, a laboratory to find out how to get these houses built at low 
cost and high quality. And we are happy to share that with every- 
body who wants to know. 

Mr. Olver. Fred you wanted to make a quick comment because 
I have got to give 2 minutes to my ranking member and 2 minutes 
to 

Mr. Hansen. Very quick. A foundation in the last several years 
decided to be able to move to a building and to be able to create 
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it at platinum, at LEED platinum. It was terrific to be able to do 
that. But by relocating, they moved from a place where the vast 
majority of their workers were, in fact, getting to that site by bicy- 
cle, by walking or by public transport, very little auto use. They 
moved to a place that was only serviceable by roads, by auto use. 
And if we don’t integrate that transportation and that land use, it 
doesn’t do us any good just to be able to, as Rosemary said, to do 
the vertical. It has got to be the integration. The 9th ward had and 
has great public transport. That makes that then really sustainable 
over the long run. But we have got to make sure that at other 
places across this country that we do integrate that land use and 
transportation, and I do believe that is kind of the direction we are 
starting to move. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Mr. LaTourette, you are going to have the last 
word here since we have got to move on. I would have given you 
the word before mine and mine would have been the last word, so 
I am conceding here. 

CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED SPENDING 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you. And I will be mercifully brief. Mr. 
McDonough, is the roof that you are talking about at the River 
Rouge facility, is that the Ford Building? 

Mr. McDonough. Yes, it is. 

Mr. LaTourette. Let me just, and this has nothing to do with 
you. But both Parties, it is in the news that both Parties, the Hon- 
orable Speaker of the House, and we have got a guy named Jeff 
Flake from the gentleman’s State of Arizona, is calling a special 
conference this week to discuss the whole notion of congressionally 
directed spending. And some people call them earmarks. 

They are not earmarks. They are congressionally directed spend- 
ing. It is my understanding that that roof at River Rouge in Dear- 
born, Michigan was a congressionally directed spending earmark in 
the EPA budget and would not have been accomplished if the Mem- 
ber of Congress or Senator from that area hadn’t had the foresight 
to engage in that. So it is just a commercial. And thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much for your testimony this morn- 
ing. You have laid out a lot of things for us to think about. Have 
a good day. 
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Chairman Olver’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Olver. The committee will come back to order please. For 
our second panel, I want to welcome Ron Sims, the Deputy Sec- 
retary for the Department of Housing and Urban Development and 
Roy Kienitz, the Under Secretary for the Department of Transpor- 
tation to the subcommittee. You have just heard from four leaders 
in sustainable practices and we will use the lessons learned 
through that discussion as a broad framework through which to 
consider your respective fiscal year 2011 budget requests. I am 
pleased to see that HUD and DOT are working together with ERA 
and the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, and that each 
of your budgets reflect this partnership. While the issues that we 
are discussing today may be called varying things, for example, 
sustainability, livability and smart growth, we are all working to- 
ward the same goal, investments in our communities that bring to- 
gether housing and transportation resources, that draw on the ex- 
pertise of each agency and that consider energy and land use, along 
with affordability and mobility factors in the planning and design 
of healthy areas. With that, let me recognize my ranMng member, 
Tom Latham, for any comments that you would like to make. 

Ranking Member Latham’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Welcome the 
panel. I want to thank Mr. LaTourette for filling in for me today. 
I had another hearing. I really thank you for coming to testify on 
the President’s budget. I know the members of the first panel 
strike at the heart of the chairman’s interest, but my immediate 
interest is looking at what the President is requesting for fiscal 
year 2011, what your two agencies have done with any similar 
funds that you received in 2010, and how those activities rate on 
our list of priorities as we move forward in determining how the 
final bill will shape up for the next year. 

That really is the whole purpose of this committee. We have 
heard from both of your secretaries earlier this year. Unfortu- 
nately, we had only 2 hours with each to go over the entire budgets 
and departmental activities, so we weren’t able to get into much 
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detail on the livability and sustainability initiatives. I will say 
there are some concerns expressed on both sides of the dais about 
what various members viewed as deficiencies in each of the budg- 
ets. There is a lot of concern that there is no surface reauthoriza- 
tion coming from DOT, and that turns to irritation when you see 
then that the Department is proposing to skim off highway and 
transit formula dollars, dollars that come from the bankrupt high- 
way trust fund, and take those dollars from states and localities to 
fund a new program from the DOT boutique program. 

We have also got a crisis on the reauthorization front, a crisis 
that you have seen firsthand as you had to furlough about 2,000 
employees when the authorization lapsed, but a crisis that is being 
seen and dealt with every day in every state DOT across the coun- 
try, and by every contractor and road builder across the country as 
they try to deal with the economy and the plans to make roads and 
bridges safer and more effective with few dollars and short funding 
windows. Instead of responding to that great crisis, the DOT has 
chosen to take more funds out of the highway trust fund to fund 
this livability initiative. 

We just transferred yet another $20 billion to fund, from the gen- 
eral fund to the highway trust fund, another 20 billion. Instead of 
roads you are proposing to finance planters, basically. I am not 
sure that is what we all had in mind. At the HUD hearing we 
heard a lot about the tough choices the Secretary had to make this 
budget season. I appreciate the spot that he was in. We face it 
every year here too, when we have to squeeze these programs into 
our allocation. 

But there was a bipartisan concern that the HUD budget was at- 
tempting to do too many new initiatives too quickly, when all expe- 
rience says that HUD and its partners are challenged to even man- 
age existing portfolio programs in a competent manner. We aren’t 
talking about minor grant programs, but our concern is the life 
sustaining programs like Section 8 and tenant-based housing as- 
sistance. The HUD budget contains no new veterans vouchers and 
no new grants for elderly or disabled housing construction. That 
poses a real problem for many of us on this subcommittee. And I 
am not opposed to a region looking at its communities and popu- 
lation and its challenges and opportunities and making some deci- 
sions and investments that will bring the greatest amount of good 
for the people who live there. 

I fully support those activities. I know both of you have some ex- 
amples of cities and towns that have done just that. What I ques- 
tion is the Federal role in these local decisions and the reason to 
take more and more Federal dollars for these purposes where there 
is already an existing set of programs and funds to do just this, 
should the community decide to revamp their plans. 

Now, I like and respect both of the secretaries. I think they are 
doing an outstanding job. I am eager to hear what your plans are, 
and hoping you have some concrete answers as to what you are 
going to accomplish with the funds you have requested. I can tell 
you, everyone up here has heard or will hear from just about every 
constituent group in their districts or their State this month about 
what is important to them back home. And if you are in my office, 
you see the parade coming in hour after hour after hour right now. 
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We will get some information and determine how your request ei- 
ther fills those needs or gets prioritized against those needs. I 
thank you for your testimony and look forward to your answers 
and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Latham. We will move on to the 
panel then. Your complete written testimony will go into the 
record, but I am going to allow you at least 7 minutes rather than 
what has often been 5 minutes. We have so many hearings going 
on that we will be able to get through at least a couple of rounds 
of questions in this hour and a half So with that, we will take the 
Deputy Secretary for the Department of HUD in order of being, 
some sort of pecking order. Okay. 

Mr. Sims’ Opening Remarks 

Mr. Sims. Thank you very, very much Mr. Chairman and ranking 
member Latham and other distinguished members of the com- 
mittee, it is a pleasure to be here today and thank you for the op- 
portunity to testify. It is also a great pleasure to be here with my 
colleague, Roy Kienitz, from the U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation. Along with Secretary LaHood, Roy and others at DOT, they 
have been tremendous partners in our joint efforts which include 
also the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of 
Energy and other agencies that we are now working with. As the 
subcommittee is well aware, the built environment is the primary 
major contributor to global warming. The same factors that account 
that also create and exacerbate some of the most serious social 
challenges that we have. 

So for HUD, sustainability, certainly includes more energy effi- 
cient buildings and smarter development. Just as important, sus- 
tainability also means creating geographies of opportunity, places 
that effectively connect people to jobs, quality schools and other 
amenities. Too many families are stuck in neighborhoods of con- 
centrated poverty and segregation, where one’s ZIP code does pre- 
dict anywhere in the country, educational benefits, employment, 
and even health outcomes. These neighborhoods are not sustain- 
able in their present state. HUD’s commitment to sustainable hous- 
ing and community aims to take that challenge head on. HUD, 
DOT and EPA have formed an interagency partnership for sustain- 
able communities to help improve access to affordable housing, ex- 
pand transportation options and lower transportation costs while 
protecting the environment communities and growing out their 
economies. 

Having served as a full-time elected official for 25 years, includ- 
ing 12 years as the elected county executive in King County, which 
I was honored to serve the citizens there, I can say that the level 
of collaboration and cooperation among agencies, starting at the top 
with Secretary Donovan, LaHood and Administrator Jackson and 
extending to the staff in each agency has been nothing short of re- 
markable. Absolutely remarkable. We are getting better every day 
at aligning where it makes most sense and assigning specific re- 
sponsibilities to the appropriate agency based upon their resources 
and their expertise. Another exciting example is the partnership 
between HUD and DOE. We are working on energy efficiency and 
affordable homes and apartments. 
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One joint project is to develop a low cost consumer friendly tool 
to provide homeowners with better information about their homes’ 
energy use, options for saving energy, and the cost that it will save. 
HUD and DOE have also worked together to eliminate duplicative, 
unnecessary rules that impede the use of Federal weatherization 
assistance program funds to retrofit multi family properties. Other 
similar partnerships are information or early development. We are 
especially optimistic about potential collaboration with the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to ensure we are as effective in helping deliver 
sustainable solutions in rural areas and small towns as we are in 
larger and more urban communities. 

Thanks to this subcommittee’s support, we have created a new 
Office of Sustainability, Housing and Communities under my direc- 
tion to coordinate HUD’s efforts. The office has already made sig- 
nificant progress on several fronts. First, the sustainability commu- 
nities initiative which will provide a total of $150 million to a wide 
variety of multi jurisdictional and multi sector partnerships and 
consortia from metropolitan organizations to State and local gov- 
ernments to non profit and philanthropic organizations. These 
grants will be designed to encourage regions and communities to 
build their capacity to integrate economic development, land use, 
transportation and water infrastructure investments to integrate 
work for development and transit oriented development. 

For the first time ever, we will provide Federal money to support 
planning grants that will be selected, not only by HUD, but also 
by DOT and EPA, because when it comes to housing, the environ- 
ment and transportation policy, it is time for the Federal Govern- 
ment to speak with one voice. And as a local official it is always 
important that the Federal Government align itself. It is the dif- 
ference between a cacophony and a symphony, and we are looking 
to be more symphonic and collaborative. The first 100 million in 
funding is for regional integrated planning initiatives through 
planning grants to support regional planning efforts that address 
interdependent challenges of economic growth, social equity and 
environmental impact simultaneously. 

An additional 40 million will be available to help communities 
implement smart policies in zoning and land use. I have traveled 
in this first 9 months of my HUD tenure to 34 of HUD’s 81 region 
and field offices. It has been exhilarating and exhausting, but I 
have learned that there is much to be learned and taught to us out- 
side of Washington, D.C. And at HUD, we recognize that we have 
much to learn in our program from leaders on the ground. We have 
issued an advanced notice and request for comment for the sustain- 
ability program. 

So rather than do the NOFA, we decided that we would have lis- 
tening sessions prior to writing it. And it has been literally — we 
have gotten incredible feedback. We are inviting feedback through 
a new on-line future at HUD’s Web site. We have Web casts and 
through extensive listening tours around the country that I have 
participated in, we have heard from a lot of people, hundreds, hun- 
dreds. 

We are working hard and listening closely to ensure these funds 
are useful for rural and smaller communities as well as larger ones 
and for places that are just starting to think more about sustain- 
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able growth and development, as well as those that are more ad- 
vanced. The Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities is also 
focused on scaling up energy efficient and affordable housing. Our 
fiscal year 2010 appropriation also included 50 million for an en- 
ergy innovation fund. We are using half of the funding to expand 
a market for energy efficient mortgages and half the funding to ex- 
plore innovations and more energy efficient multi family housing. 

In our fiscal year 2011 budget, HUD is seeking $150 million for 
the second year of our sustainable communities initiative. We will 
also use funds requested for additional planning and challenge 
grants under the program we have launched this year. We would 
also use funds requested under our joint HUD, DOT and EPA re- 
search effort designed to advance transportation housing linkages 
throughout all of our agencies. As Secretary Donovan and I say, 
our ultimate goal is to harness the entire HUD budget for creating 
greener homes and communities and enhancing our economic 
growth. We are looking forward to working with the subcommittee 
to advance that goal. Indeed, it was a pleasure and honor. Thank 
you for the opportunity to testify. 

[The information follows:] 
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Deputy Secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

"HUD Sustainable Homes and Communities Initiative" 

Hearing before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development, and Related Agencies 

Wednesday, March 10, 2010 


Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, 
thank you for this opportunity to provide an update on HUD’s expanding efforts to help urban 
and rural areas across the country create more sustainable homes and communities. Thanks to 
this Subcommittee’s support, first through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, then 
through the appropriation for our current fiscal year, we have been able to make substantial 
progress on an ambitious agenda in our first year. We are pleased to share with you today our 
early results and plans for the future. 

Our testimony has three main sections. The first highlights the results to date of HUD’s 
Recovery Act investments in sustainable housing and communities, which laid the foundation for 
much of our continuing commitment. The second summarizes the groundbreaking sustainability 
partnerships HUD has formed with other federal agencies, which are building the framework for 
unprecedented collaboration and impact on the ground. The third describes the major activities 
HUD has underway, led by a new Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities, which will 
focus our efforts to ensure this agenda remains an enduring priority for the Department. First, 
however, J wanted to provide context for HUD’s commitment in this area. 

The Need for Federal Leadership to Advance Sustainable Homes and Communities 

While the consequences of climate change are complex and far reaching, we know that the 
increasing emissions of greenhouse gases, the primary cause of global warming, are largely a 
result of energy use in our “built environment.” 

As a federal cabinet agency focused on the built environment, on strengthening communities, 
and on expanding opportunity for all Americans, HUD recognizes the urgent need for aggressive 
action to combat climate change. The positive news, and the powerful opportunity, is that we can 
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cut GHG emissions, while creating jobs and expanding opportunity for all Americans through 
proven strategies for creating more sustainable homes and communities. 

Residential housing and the built environment more broadly are major contributors to energy 
consumption and global warming. Residential buildings alone account for 20 percent of U.S. 
carbon emissions, with the vast majority coming from detached single-family houses. The 
transportation sector accounts for about another third of carbon emissions, among many factors 
because sprawling development patterns separate jobs and houses that, without adequate transit 
systems, necessitate long commutes and increased dependence on car travel. 

The social equity implications of current growth patterns have also become more apparent. As 
metropolitan areas continue to sprawl outward and jobs become increasingly dispersed, fewer 
low-wage earners and renters are able to find housing near their work. Nationally, 45 percent of 
all renters and two-thirds of poor renters live in central cities. Low-income families, many of 
them minorities, live in neighborhoods that limit access to quality jobs, good schools and 
opportunities to create wealth and lead healthy lives. The unbalanced nature of metropolitan 
housing development has .strained urban, suburban and rural household budgets, as commutes 
lengthen: the combination of housing and transportation costs now average a combined 60 
percent of income for working families in metropolitan areas. 

With few exceptions, the federal government has not been up to the task of addressing these 
critical trends. Federal programs dealing with housing, transportation and energy issues remain 
largely divorced from each other, precluding smart, integrated problem solving. Federal policies 
and rules are narrowly defined, poorly coordinated and often work at cross purposes. The silo 
driven nature of federal policies and programs extends to planning, data collection, performance 
measurement and research and evaluation. To address these and other issues, the administration 
has launched the first comprehensive review of “place based” federal policies in a generation, 
with sustainability as a central focus. 

Place of course is already at the center of every decision HUD makes. HUD's programs today 
reach nearly every neighborhood in America; 58,000 out of the approximately 66,000 census 
tracts in the U.S. have one or more unit of HUD assisted housing. Now we have seized this 
opportunity to renew our focus on place, to better nurture sustainable, inclusive neighborhoods 

and communities across America's urban, suburban, and rural landscape. 
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A major component of HDD's refined place-based approach involves making communities 
sustainable for the long-term. For HUD “sustainability” includes improving building level 
energy efficiency, cutting greenhouse gas emissions through transit-oriented development, and 
taking advantage of other locational efficiencies. Critically, we believe sustainability also means 
creating "geographies of opportunity," places that effectively connect people to jobs, quality 
public schools, and other amenities. Today, too many families are stuck in neighborhoods of 
concentrated poverty and segregation, where one's zip code predicts poor educational, 
employment, and even health outcomes. These neighborhoods are not sustainable in their present 
state. HUD’s commitment to sustainable housing and communities aims to take the challenges 
head on. 

Laying the Foundation: Recovery Act Investments in Sustainable Homes and Communities 

As Secretary Donovan testified before you last month, HUD has played a key role in 
implementing the Recovery Act, which, according to the nonpartisan Congressional Budget 
Office is already responsible for putting as many as 2.4 million Americans back to work and has 
put the nation on track toward a full economic recovery. I would like to echo the Secretary’s 
thanks for making our role in that effort possible. 

HUD has now obligated 98 percent of the $13.6 billion in Recovery Act funds stewarded by the 
Department - and disbursed $2.9 billion dollars. As the Secretary noted before you last month, a 
portion of HUD's Recovery Act funding is fully paid out, or expended, only once construction or 
other work is complete-just as when individual homeowners pay after they have work done on 
their homes. Therefore, some of HUD's obligated, but not yet expended, funds are already 
generating jobs in the hard hit sectors of housing renovation and construction. 

While our top priority with Recovery Act funds is creating jobs and economic activity, we are 
also seizing the opportunity to lay a foundation for HUD’s new direction in our Recovery Act 
investments. Nearly one-third of HUD’s Recovery Act funds can be used for “greening” 
America’s public and assisted housing stock - making homes healthier and more energy efficient 
at the same time they prepare the new generation of professionals - from mechanics and 
plumbers, to architects, energy auditors, and factoiy workers building solar panels and wind 
turbines - we need to design, install, and maintain the first wave of green technologies. 
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These investments include: 

• $600 million for energy retrofits of 226 public housing developments and 35 more green 
newly constructed and substantially rehabilitated public housing developments. 

• $500 million for housing on Native American lands, which HUD is encouraging and 
supporting Tribal housing groups to provide in an environmentally sustainable manner. 

• $250 million for green retrofits of 16,600 units of privately owned HUD-assisted 
housing. (HUD received applications for more than $700 million.) 

• $100 million to eradicate lead paint and create healthy homes. 

Importantly, energy efficiency and other environmental criteria - and results - are also present in 
larger HUD programs funded by the Recovery Act, such as $3 billion in formula funding for 
public housing and $2 billion through the Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

The Recovery Act investments we are making to help families and individuals in affordable 
housing save energy and live in healthier homes and communities are teaching us what works 
and how we can be a more effective partner to builders, owners and residents who want the 
opportunity to live in peener communities. These lessons and feedback from our partners are 
informing and improving our continuing efforts to increase environmental benefits, lower costs 
for doing so, and measure and verify the benefits in affordable housing. 

Building the Framework: HUD’s Sustainability Partnerships with Other Agencies 

Creating more sustainable housing and communities at scale - making sustainability the “default 
option” for our partners and the people we serve - requires an interdisciplinary approach and 
intense collaboration across the traditional silos of federal policy. While HUD can bring and is 
bringing enormous leadership, we know we need partners with assets and expertise that we lack. 
That is why we are so pleased to be working closely with a number of federal agencies to 
leverage the skills, resources and partnerships that each can bring to truly transforming our built 
environment. 

As you know, HUD, the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) have formed the Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities to help 
improve access to affordable housing, expand transportation options and lower transportation 
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costs while protecting the environment in communities nationwide. Through a set of guiding 
Livability Principles and a partnership agreement that frames our collective efforts, the 
partnership is coordinating federal housing, transportation, and other infrastructure investments 
to an unprecedented extent to protect the environment, promote equitable development, and help 
to address the challenges of climate change. (The Livability Principles are attached as 
Appendix A.) 

Having served in government for many years, I can say that the level of collaboration and 
cooperation among our agencies, starting at the top with Secretary Donovan, Secretary LaHood 
and Administrator Jackson, and extending to the staff in each agency, has been nothing short of 
remarkable. We are getting better every day at aligning where it makes most sense and assigning 
specific responsibilities to the appropriate agency based on their resources and expertise. One 
example was DOT’s inclusion of HUD and EPA in the review of competitive applications for 
dot’s $1.5 billion TIGER Grant program funded under the Recovery Act. We would by no 
means suggest that we have perfected the collaborative approach. Decades of statutes, 
regulations and habits in some cases create real challenges to the partnership results all three of 
our agencies aspire to achieve. The good news is we are making consistent progress, moving 
forward despite the barriers, and always welcome ideas and assistance from interested parties, 
including this Subcommittee. 

Another exciting example is the partnership between HUD and the Department of Energy that is 
working to increase energy efficiency in affordable homes and apartments. One joint project is to 
develop a streamlined, low-cost, consumer friendly tool to provide homeowners with better 
information about their home’s energy use, options for saving energy, and the cost savings that 
would result. We are also exploring options for providing financing for consumers to pay for the 
cost of energy saving home improvements, described more below. 

HUD’s partnership with DOE is delivering results in multifamily low-income housing as well. 
Our agencies have worked together to eliminate duplicative and unnecessary rules that impeded 
the use of federal Weatherization Assistance Program funds to retrofit multifamily properties. 
Thousands of low-income families are now in better position to benefit from the $5 billion in 
Weatherization funds provided under the Recovery Act as a result. 
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In addition, I am pleased to represent HUD on the Steering Committee for the White Honse 
Council on Environmental Quality, the Office of Science and Technology Policy, and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration interagency process to produce a set of 
recommendations for Federal actions that will help society adapt to climate change. This group is 
developing recommendations on how federal agencies can effectively create and implement 
climate change adaptation policies and strategies. 

Other similar partnerships are in formation or early development. We are especially optimistic 
about potential collaboration with the Department of Agriculture to ensure we are as effective in 
helping deliver sustainability solutions in rural areas and small towns as we are in larger and 
more urban communities. 

Ensuring HUD’s Long Term Leadership on Sustainable Homes and Communities 

Thanks to this Subcommittee’s support, we have created a new office that will ensure the 
foundation laid by our Recovery Act investments and the framework we are building in 
partnership with other agencies is buttressed and built upon by institutionalized capacity within 
HUD. The Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities, under my direct supervision, will 
help provide and expand that capacity among HUD staff and stakeholders. 

Shelley Poticha, nationally recognized for her leadership to create more location efficient 
communities, is in place as Director of the office and we have begun to assemble a talented team 
that brings the technical skill sets and deep commitment our sustainability initiatives demand. 

Just as important, we are creating teams of staff in HUD’s regional and field offices to serve as 
partners and points of contact with stakeholders in our sustainability agenda, listening to local 
ideas and delivering HUD’s solutions in real time. Staff playing these roles will be current HUD 
employees who are trained in additional skills and work with their colleagues from DOT, EPA 
and other agencies in our communities. 

The office has already made significant progress advancing several new initiatives. First is the 
Sustainable Communities Initiative, which will provide a total of $150 million to a wide variety 
of multi-jurisdictional and multi-sector partnerships and consortia, from Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations and State governments, to non-profit and philanthropic organizations. These 
grants will be designed to encourage regions to build their capacity to plan for integration of 
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economic development, land use, transportation, and water infrastructure investments, and to 
integrate workforce development with transit-oriented development. 

For the first time ever, we will provide federal money to support planning grants that will be 
selected not only by HUD, but also by DOT and EPA - because when it comes to housing, 
environmental and transportation policy, it’s time the Federal government spoke with one voice. 

The first $100 million in funding is for regional integrated planning initiatives through a 
Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Program. The goal of the Program is to support multi- 
jurisdictional regional planning efforts that integrate housing, economic development, and 
transportation decision-making in a manner that empowers jurisdictions to consider the 
interdependent challenges of economic growth, social equity and environmental impact 
simultaneously. And we are committed to encouraging these regions to meaningfully engage 
residents and other local stakeholders to build long-lasting alliances. 

HUD recognizes that while the core principles of the program are not new, the federal 
government has never attempted to directly support local leaders in articulating and realizing 
them. In recognition that we have much to leant in our program from leaders on the ground, we 
have issued an Advanced Notice and Request for Comment for the program. We are inviting 
feedback through a new online “Wiki” accessible via HUD’s website 
t www.hud.gov/sustainabilitv') and through an extensive listening tour around the country in 
which I am greatly enjoying participating. 

We know that this seemingly “small” amount of funding can help accomplish a great deal and 
we will be working hard and listening closely to ensure it’s useful for rural and smaller 
communities, as well as larger ones, and for places that are just starting to think about more 
sustainable growth and development, as well as those that are more advanced. Congress has also 
directed us to share our plans for the entire Sustainable Communities Initiative and we look 
forward to doing so with the Subcommittee by the end of the month. 

Another area where the Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities is focused is scaling up 
energy efficiency in affordable housing. Our FY 2010 appropriation includes $50 million for an 
Energy Irmovation Fund. Pursuant to Congress’ direction, we are using half the funding to 
expand the market for energy efficient mortgages and half the funding to explore innovations in 
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more energy efficient multifamily housing. In both cases, our aim is to use these limited federal 
funds to pilot approaches that HUD’s Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and private sector 
financial institutions will take to greater scale in the market. 

Under the leadership of the Office of Sustainable Homes and Communities, HUD has also 
launched a transformative program to develop uniform investment policies, performance goals, 
and reporting and tracking systems to support national objectives for energy efficiency. HUD is 
working together with DOE to support the achievement of the President’s goal of weatherizing 
one million homes per year by enabling the cost effective energy retrofits of a total of 1 . 2 
million homes in FY 2010 and FY 201 1. As part of this initiative FfUD intends to complete cost 
effective energy retrofits of an estimated 126,000 HUD-assisted and public housing units during 
this time. 

And as we are developing new approaches to the Energy Efficient Mortgage, we are also 
exploring the potential for Location Efficient Mortgages (LEM’s). LEM’s take into account the 
lower costs of transportation in transit rich, walkable communities. This is part of a larger effort 
that HUD is undertaking to “redefine affordability,” i.e. looking at housing affordability through 
the lens of the combined costs of housing (including utility costs) and transportation, rather than 
looking at them separately. This work, while early in the research and development stage, holds 
significant promise. 

Finally, with $10 million of this office’s budget, we are developing an Affordability Index to 
lower the barriers to consumers who want to buy homes in more sustainable places by 
accounting for that housing’s proximity to Jobs and schools. 

As you know from Secretary Donovan’s testimony, we are requesting $150 for the second year 
of the Sustainable Communities Initiative. Working closely with this Subcommittee and the 
housing authorizers, we would use these funds for the following: 

• A second round of Sustainable Communities Planning Grants administered by HUD in 
collaboration with the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). As described above, these grants will catalyze the next 
generation of integrated metropolitan transportation, housing, land use and energy 
planning using the most sophisticated data, analytics and geographic information 
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systems. Better coordination of transportation, infrastructure and housing investments 
will result in more sustainable development patterns, more affordable communities, 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and more transit-accessible housing choices for 
residents and firms. 

• Additional investment in Sustainable Communities Challenge Grants, also as described 
above, to help localities implement Sustainable Communities Plans they will develop. 
These investments would provide a local complement to the regional planning initiative, 
enabling local and multi-jurisdictional partnerships to put in place the policies, codes, 
tools and critical capital investments needed to achieve sustainable development patterns. 

• The creation and implementation of a capacity-building program and tools clearinghouse, 
complementing DOT and EPA activities, designed to support both Sustainable 
Communities grantees and other communities interested in becoming more sustainable. 

• A joint HUD-DOT-EPA research effort designed to advance transportation and housing 
linkages at every level our agencies work on. 

Conclusion 

Our testimony today has focused largely on the work and agenda of HUD’ s Office of Sustainable 
Homes and Communities. We want to again express our deep appreciation for the 
Subcommittee’s support for this bold, and necessary, new initiative. As Secretary Donovan and I 
say, our ultimate goal is to harness the entire HUD budget as a force for creating greener homes 
and communities everywhere in America. We look forwardrto working with the Subcommittee to 
advance that goal. 
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Appendix A 


HUD-DOT-EPA Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities 
Livability Principles 
June 16, 2009 

Provide more transportation choices. Develop safe, reliable, and economical transportation 
choices to decrease household transportation costs, reduce our nation’s dependence on foreign 
oil, improve air quality, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and promote public health. 

Promote equitable, affordable housing. Expand location- and energy-efficient housing choices 
for people of all ages, incomes, races, and ethnicities to increase mobility and lower the 
combined cost of housing and transportation. 

Enhance economic competitiveness. Improve economic competitiveness through reliable and 
timely access to employment centers, educational opportunities, services and other basic needs 
by workers, as well as expanded business access to markets. 

Support existing communities. Target federal funding toward existing communities — through 
strategies like transit oriented, mixed-use development, and land recycling — ^to increase 
community revitalization and the efficiency of public works investments and safeguard rural 
landscapes. 

Coordinate and leverage federal policies and investment. Align federal policies and funding to 
remove barriers to collaboration, leverage funding, and increase the accountability and 
effectiveness of all levels of government to plan for future growth, including making smart 
energy choices such as locally generated renewable energy 

Value communities and neighborhoods. Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by 
investing in healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods — rural, urban, or suburban. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Kienitz. 


Mr. Kienitz’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Kienitz. Yes, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking 
Member, Mr. Rodriguez, Mr. LaTourette. As you know, the Presi- 
dent’s budget for the Department of Transportation includes a new 
proposal to establish a livability effort here at the Department and 
to support the partnership that Mr. Sims talked about with the 
other agencies. This is clearly a change, a little bit of a change in 
our focus and our objectives and in our language, so before I sort 
of go into the details of that, I would like to sort of talk about that 
a little bit. When we sat down together, Ron and I and our teams, 
after the Secretaries had decided that they wanted to start this up, 
we came up with a list of sort of six principles that are guiding 
this, and I will go through them briefly. 

It is to provide more transportation choice, promote affordable 
housing, enhance economic competitiveness, support existing com- 
munities, coordinate policies, leverage our investments between 
agencies, and value what is unique about each community, whether 
urban, suburban or rural. So those are the principles we are trying 
to use to guide ourselves in the development of the proposals you 
see today and in a sort of implementation of things that we are 
doing at the agencies. 

That said, that all sort of sounds a little theoretical so I want to 
try to address it in a little bit maybe more practical terms. What 
we are trying to do here is, I think, respond to a trend that is al- 
ready underway in which families, home buyers, businesses, devel- 
opers, local officials, have all been making choices about where to 
live, where to work, and where to invest for at least a decade. That 
has sort of added up to something that is now sort of called the liv- 
able communities movement. But to be clear, it is not something 
that we are trying to invent. We are trying to follow. 

The attributes that these communities generally have is the abil- 
ity to get things done in normal life without having to drive every- 
where, housing, shopping and jobs that are integrated rather than 
separated, different types of housing mixed together that appeal to 
different incomes, ages and background, and more emphasis on 
public space, and public interaction. And the communities that sort 
of have these characteristics are becoming more prevalent really 
because of people’s preferences. The government has really tended 
to be either a bystander here or even an obstacle, and our goal is 
to sort of change that. In particular, state and local government 
has really been starting to respond to this. I think local govern- 
ment, first and most directly, because they are most impacted and 
they are closest to the ground. 

State government has been trying to respond. And what we don’t 
want to do is have the Federal Government get left behind as this 
trend picks up steam. So a big part of our effort has been sort of 
first in the barriers area. What are the barriers that the Federal 
Government has? A lack of coordination between agencies and mul- 
tiple points of input if you want to get assistance. So that is a big 
barrier. So this trend is really driven, being driven by the sort of 



348 


personal and economic preferences of individuals and businesses. 
But there are larger policy objectives that are achieved. 

For example, recent studies have shown that where people have 
more transportation choice, and more likelihood of walking, biking 
or using transit, transportation costs are lower and foreclosure 
rates are lower because the pressure on family budgets is smaller. 
Better integrated planning can save taxpayers billions of dollars for 
infrastructure investment, for water, highways, transit, sewer, and 
things like that. 

And Utah is a great example of that, where they looked out 20 
years and looked at what their investment needs would be, and 
adopted a different way of growing that was focused more around 
rail. And that has actually reduced costs in a whole bunch of other 
areas — costs on the taxpayers. 

In our world, places with compact, connected, transportation net- 
works have better highway safety rates, lower rates of fatalities, 
lower rates of injuries. And consumer surveys have found recently 
that, you know, a third of consumers say that the type of commu- 
nity they would prefer to live in is ones that are walkable and con- 
nected, with access to things. 15 years ago, those same surveys 
were saying that the thing that was at the top of the list was rec- 
reational amenities like golf courses. But consumer preferences 
have slowly changed. But over time, that change has added up to 
a fairly strong difference in consumer preference. The biggest met- 
ric really is that demand for these communities out-paces supply. 
And that really gets to the heart of the matter. That gets to the 
heart of the affordability matter too because when demand out- 
paces supply, people bid against each other, and prices go up. And 
so we have tried to adopt a very conscious policy of not just taking 
a hands off attitude towards that. 

And part of it is all the affordable housing strategies that HUD 
has spent years developing. But part of it also is if you’ve got more 
demand than supply, make more supply. That is what is going to 
constrain the ability of the price to go up and people to be priced 
out. So we also, I think it is certainly Secretary LaHood’s view that 
this is not like a city phenomenon. It is not just Portland or New 
York City. The principles here can apply anywhere. And I think 
the first livable community was a small town in a rural area with 
a main street with shopping, housing, stores and jobs located all 
in proximity to one another. So it is a very old idea that we are 
just, I think newly seeing the value of again and trying to figure 
out: is there a way that the Federal Government can be supportive 
of people who want to do that, rather than in opposition to them. 

So a little bit about our budget request. We have got $20 million 
requested in the Office of the Secretary for the sort of coordination, 
evaluation functions. In FTA, they have a number of existing pro- 

f rams that we are proposing to reorient slightly. That is about 
300 million, but it would really be sort of basing off those existing 
programs. In highways, that is probably the one that has been the 
most controversial I know. That is $200 million which we are pro- 
posing to reorient to help the Federal Highway Administration 
work with its partners. States and MPOs to help them sort of build 
capacity and modeling and data collection to understand better how 
to sort of interact with stuff. Two hundred million dollars is a lot 
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of money but it is a half a percent of the contract authority at high- 
ways. 

And so we, I think, in sum, view our budget proposal as, frankly, 
a modest first step toward something that maybe could end up 
being a bigger deal over time. But we understand that we are just 
starting. And the way to start is with something relatively modest 
in size, get our feet under ourselves and give everyone in the com- 
munity an experience of what it might look like and to try to build 
confidence that this is something that people out there actually 
want. And with that, I would be happy to answer any questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham and Members of the committee: 

Thank you for inviting me to appear before you today to discuss the Department of 
Transportation’s (DOT) budget request for Fiscal Year 201 1 in support of livable communities, 
comprehensive planning, and sustainable development. 

The President has made livable communities a key aspect of his agenda and the Vice President 
has highlighted it as a part of his Middle Class initiative. How a community is designed - 
including the layout of the roads, transit systems, bikeways, and w'alkways - has a huge impact 
on the quality of life of its residents. 

Transportation and housing are the two largest expenses for the average American household. 
Reducing the need for private motor vehicle trips and providing access to transportation choices 
can address this cost and lower the average household expenditure on transportation, freeing up 
money for housing, education, and savings- ITie application of livability strategies can also save 
billions in infrastructure investment - like the case of Envision Utah, where their “Quality 
Growth Strategy” is projected to require $4.5 billion less investment in transportation, water, 
sewer, and utility over 10 years as compared to traditional development patterns. Livable 
communities can decrease the strain on our natural resources, and. can decrease greenhouse 
gases, improve air quality, and promote public health by supplying more efficient options for 
transportation and housing. 


DOT, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (FIUD), and the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). in recognizing these benefits, have developed the following principles 
that will direct the collective efforts for implementing the livability program: 


Provide more transportation choices. 
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• Promote equitable, affordable housing. 

• Enhance economic competitiveness. 

• Support existing communities. 

• Coordinate policies and leverage investment. 

• Value what is unique about communities, whether urban, suburban or rural. 

These principles are driving our efforts in the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, and 
driving DOT’s efforts in our livability initiative - including our budget request for Fiscal Year 
2011 (FYll). 

FYll BUDGET REQUEST - DOT’S STRUCTURE 

Chairman Olver, thanks to your leadership and this Committee’s focus on livable communities 
over the years, the President’s 201 1 budget provides a record-level of investments dedicated to 
making our communities more livable. 

DOT requested $527 million for livable community efforts for FYl 1 . This funding will be 
divided into three programs: a Livable Communities Program within the Office of the Secretary 
(OST); transit funding to support livable communities in the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA); and a capacity-building grant program in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
The purpose of these programs is to provide transportation practitioners with the tools, resources, 
and capacity they need to ultimately develop a transportation system that provides transportation 
choices and complements land use, housing, and water investments. 

DOT has requested $20 million in the FYl 1 budget to establish a new Livable Communities 
Program, including a new Office of Livability within OST. This Office will provide leadership 
for DOT’S livability efforts, coordinate livability programs across the Department’s modal 
administrations, provide grants and technical assistance for improving local public outreach, and 
assess the effectiveness of various programs in supporting livability. Having one office focused 
on aligning Departmental programs and priorities will significantly improve the effectiveness of 
DOT’S program delivery. Additionally, the Office of Livability will serve as the focal point for 
interagency efforts such as the Partnership for Sustainable Communities. This will include 
spearheading efforts such as developing metrics and performance measures for livability. 

dot’s request of $307 million will refocus existing FTA programs to expand transit access for 
low-income families and increase the planning and project development capabilities of local 
communities. This program would provide effective transportation alternatives that increase 
access to jobs, health and social services, and other activities. Aligning current programs, such 
as the Job Access and Reverse Commute formula grants. Alternatives Analysis grants, and 
formula grants for State and metropolitan planning, would allow DOT to fimd efforts with HUD 
and EPA to develop strategies that link quality public transportation with investments in smart 
development. 

DOT has requested $200 million in the FYl 1 budget to fund a competitive livability program 
within FHWA. The focus of this discretionary grant program is to increase capacity at all levels 
of government to integrate transportation, housing, economic development, and water 
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infrastructure planning and investments while enhancing natural resource conservation and 
improving health in urban and rural communities. The funds could be used to improve modeling 
and data collection - especially for transit and active transportation - provide training, and 
support organizational changes to better carry out integrated planning. This assistance would be 
available to States, local governments, and tribal partners. 

FYll BUDGET REQUEST - THREE AGENCY STRUCTURE 

DOT’S programs within this budget request are focused on capacity building. Transportation 
stakeholders are facing significant technical capacity issues, including outdated planning and 
regional models, poor data, and lack of training for transportation planning professionals. As a 
result of outreach for the Partnership, we have received numerous complaints from States and 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) indicating their data is no longer current - 
sometimes the latest data they have is 10 years old. We have heard from neighboring MPOs 
whose Geographic Information Systems (GIS) were incompatible, which restricted their capacity 
for effective regional transportation planning. DOT’S proposed program would provide an 
opportunity for communities to develop the new data and tools they need, as well as proper 
training on how to use them. Giving communities the tools to assess their own transportation 
and community needs allows them to design and implement vibrant communities that can 
compete more effectively for economic resources and investments and get greater value for each 
tax dollar spent. 

The goal of DOT’S programs is to give communities the tools and technical assistance they need 
so that they can develop the capacity to effectively assess their transportation system, plan for 
needed improvements, and integrate transportation and other community needs. 

DOT’S requested programs were developed jointly with the HUD and EPA requests, with each 
agency handling a piece of the effort. As you will hear from Deputy Secretary Sims, HUD’s 
program has a focus on improving regional planning efforts that integrate housing and 
transportation decisions, and update zoning codes to support the plans developed. EPA’s role is 
designed to administer technical assistance. Through EPA’s programs, communities will receive 
direct technical assistance from a team of national experts in the tools and strategies they need to 
expand economic opportunity, improve mobility and protect public health and the environment. 

This budget request is the starting point for what we hope to be a robust livability initiative, both 
within DOT and among our partnering agencies. DOT hopes to institutionalize the concepts of 
livability within all of our programs. 

We cannot hope to realize the benefits of livability - infrastructure savings, greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions, improved health and safety, household cost savings, and increased sense of 
community - unless this goal is incorporated across all DOT programs. 

INCORPORATING LIVABILITY - DOT AND PARTNERSHIP EFFORTS 


DOT has already started this process. 
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To foster the preservation and enhancement of urban and rural communities by providing better 
access to jobs, health care and education, DOT released a Notice of Funding Availability 
(NOFA) in December for two new pilot programs that would provide funding for livability 
projects: up to $150 million is available for bus livability projects and $130 million for urban 
circulator grants. These efforts are among the many actions DOT is making to invest in 
transportation projects that will stimulate America's neighborhoods to become safer, healthier, 
and more vibrant. 

The three agencies are also coordinating with each other on additional discretionary grant 
programs. For example, DOT and EPA are supporting the development of HUD’s NOFA for 
sustainable community grants authorized in the FY 2010 budget. DOT and HUD collaborated in 
the selection process and are providing staff to assist communities that received EPA’s smart 
growth technical assistance grants. Through these discretionary grant and technical assistance 
dollars, DOT, HUD, and EPA are providing States and communities opportunities to build the 
livable communities they have found so important to their economic growth and quality of life. 

We have also given priority to livability in our existing programs, identified and removed 
barriers to implementation, and are continuing to integrate the six principles of the Partnership 
for Sustainable Communities into the Department’s daily operations. 

For example, the recent change in the criteria for FTA’s New Starts grants will ensure that 
livability is emphasized in the Department’s funding recommendations of transit capital 
investments. Previously, cost-effectiveness was the single criterion in making a recommendation 
for construction funding, and looked only at the travel time savings as compared to cost. FTA’s 
criteria will now allow for consideration of economic, environmental, and livability factors to 
determine the best use of funds. Cost-effectiveness will still be considered, but it will be 
weighted equally with the other factors. FTA is developing a new criterion for evaluating cost- 
effectiveness that will aim to measure ail the benefits of projects - including the key factors that 
make localities more livable such as enviroiunental, health, and economic benefits, and mobility 
for low-income residents - and measure them in relation to project costs. 

Since the inception of the Partnership, increased collaboration and coordination among regional 
offices is helping to more effectively deliver programs at the local level. We have taken actions 
to train DOT’S own staff and establish an effective regional network. DOT’S FTA and FHWA 
field staff are now coordinating with their HUD and EPA’s counterparts in their regional offices. 
We have also increased the coordination between headquarters and DOT’S field offices by 
hosting webinars, webcasts and livability training sessions. These efforts, undertaken to assist 
transportation partners at the regional and local levels and to increase communication between 
and among field staff and headquarters staff, are ensuring that the Administration’s policy 
objectives are being relayed and implemented on the ground. 

DOT and our partners have been working hard to make tools available to transportation 
stakeholders and the public to ensure that they have the capacity to pursue the implementation of 
livability projects in their communities. For example, last November, DOT and HUD announced 
an action guide to help planners implement mixed-income transit oriented development and 
regional transit corridor planning. DOT is now working with the Center for Transit Oriented 
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Development to develop an online database for transit-oriented development, which includes 
over 4,000 existing and planned rail/transit stations. This database is in the testing phase and 
will be available to the public by the end of the summer. 

Through our Partnership and Departmental efforts, we are taking strides to incorporate livability 
into all of our programs and efforts - addressing it as an important national goal. 

The Department made especially significant steps towards recognizing livability as an American 
value through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act). The Recovery Act 
created a discretionary fund of $ 1 .5 billion for the Department to make Transportation 
Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants on a competitive 
basis for capital investments in surface transportation infrastructure projects that will have a 
significant impact on the Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region. The TIGER grant program 
focused on the Department’s five priorities of safety, livability, sustainability, state of good 
repair, and economic competitiveness. This program provided the opportunity to highlight 
projects that address livability and that make significant improvements to communities and 
regions. Projects that promoted greater mobility, a cleaner environment, and more livable 
communities received priority over those that did not. During the selection process, HUD and 
EPA helped DOT to review and evaluate the applications rated highly against the livability 
criterion of the grant program. 

The results of this program were significant. Among the 51 grants that were awarded, 22 projects 
will increase livability in their communities. The mode split among projects selected was nearly 
equal, with 23% of funding going towards highway projects, 26% to transit, 25% to rail, and 
27% covering ports and other multimodal projects. We funded a variety of livability projects, 
including: a regional bicycle networks in Indianapolis designed to increase bicycle commuting 
and reduce motorized emissions; an intermodal center in Ames, Iowa designed to increase 
transportation options in the region; and a commuter rail project in Massachusetts designed to 
take cars off of crowded commuter highway routes. 

We will continue to emphasize the importance of livability in the second round of discretionary 
infrastructure investment grants in the FYIO Appropriations Act, which are funded at $600 
million. 

LOOKING FORWARD 

The TIGER grant program was a big success, and one that allowed the Department to fund 
innovative projects that did not otherwise fit our formulaic and modally defined transportation 
programs. DOT proposes to continue to directly fund such projects through our request for a 
National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund (NIIFF) - a $4 billion fund that will allow 
investments in projects that support national priorities, including multi-modal projects, planning, 
and analytical capacity work that provide a significant economic benefit to our Nation. A 
program like NIIFF would allow DOT the flexibility to select the most outstanding projects 
outside our current authorities - addressing national interests that range from local to regional, 
from multi-modal to multi-state projects. 
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Our efforts in the Department, and our FYI 1 budget request, are our responses to a demand for 
livable communities among the American people. Our TIGER grant program received over 
1 ,400 applications for nearly $60 billion, with a surprising amount of those projects requesting 
funds for innovative livability initiatives. This shows that state and local governments are 
responding to a demand from their constituents. In fact, EPA has found that consumer surveys 
have indicate that at least one third of the consumer real estate market prefers this type of 
community - mixed use, transit-oriented development. The needs and desires of the U.S. 
homebuyer are changing: consumers in the early 1990s had a preference for golf courses and 
other recreational amenities. Today, surveys indicate that many consumers prefer walkable 
communities - communities characterized by pedestrian access and a sense of connection, 
community, and diversity. Realtors, developers, and investors recognize that an increase in 
walkability translates into a higher home value. 

There is room for much larger and more significant efforts moving forward, many of which will 
depend on reauthorization of the surface transportation program. That will provide an important 
opportunity to focus on helping to develop livable communities that foster transit-oriented, 
pedestrian and bike-friendly development, provide more transportation choices, and offer better 
access to jobs and housing. 

The programs that we have requested in the Department’s FYI 1 budget have been designed to 
further the goals of the Partnership for Sustainable Communities before reauthorization - to 
assist regions and communities in need of Federal assistance now to pursue their own planning 
and development needs. By providing capacity building, planning funds, and technical 
assistance, our three agencies can help communities meet the demands that they face for 
developing these types of neighborhoods. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the efforts of our 
Partnership for Sustainable Communities and the Department’s FYI I budget request to support 
this effort. We look forward to working with Congress and our stakeholders to make this a 
reality. 

I will be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES 

Mr. Olver. Okay. We are going to now follow 5-minute ques- 
tioning by myself and my Ranking Member and then the other 
members who are present. I thank you both for your testimony. 
And I commend the testimony of the previous panels. Surely there 
were people here for you who will get that testimony. I think they 
were quite brilliant in their presentations. The understanding of 
the words sustainability and livability is very regional. 

Sustainability in Portland, Oregon may be quite different from 
what sustainability may be in Cleveland or Toledo, Ohio. I am try- 
ing to reach my member of the Subcommittee from close to Cleve- 
land at least, and also from Toledo who doesn’t happen to he here. 
There are a number of other Committees that are meeting this 
morning. And similarly, sustainability is going to be quite different 
when considered from growing metropolitan areas, of which we 
have many, including Portland, from the previous panel, and in 
Iowa where a good many, nearly a third of the counties are losing 
population. 

So how do you see the sustainability principles being used to 
build local economies? Can you make a connection? Would you 
think about and give me your thoughts on making the connections 
to the building of local communities, economies of the sustain- 
ability principles. 

Mr. Sims. Our effort, well, what we did with the — let’s talk about 
sustainability of funds we have, the $150 million. We recently went 
on a tour of various communities, and then yesterday we met with 
the associations representing small counties, rural counties, small 
cities and rural cities, and we are not going to define sustainability 
for them. Here is what we are going to tell them. You know, there 
is no one size fits all. King County is different from Portland, 
which is just 200 miles away. 

Through the listening tours, we have learned, and through the 
discussions we have had, that people just want the opportunity to 
define what they believe is how they wish to live in a manner that 
allows them to grow out their communities and enhance their com- 
munities economic growth, still provide housing and opportunities. 

So what we are saying to them is fine. We will give you those 
grants. Give us back that narrative. But it is really clear because 
even in the rural areas they say we want to talk to other rural 
areas so that we are not just talking about our community. It is 
a collaboration of communities, how will we grow in an area and 
be like, for, in the State of Washington, we would just call it the 
Yakima valley. They would begin to form their group, that would 
be the Wapatos, the Tapanishes, the Yakimas, the Prossers, small 
communities on their own that can’t define sustainability but as a 
group they could. What are their transportation needs? What are 
their housing needs? What do they want EPA to do? What do they 
want from the Department of Education? 

So we will see in regards to the grants we have put out them 
come back with it. We believe that our responsibility is not to tell 
anybody what to do. It is to ask them to work collaboratively with 
the Federal funds they have as a catalyst to organize themselves 
so they can address all of these various needs, whether it is the 
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housing, whether it is their economic growth. And we believe we 
will see that. It has been very clear in our listening tours and in 
our meetings that we have had. 

We decided to go out and ask the question before we wrote our 
NOFA. We said, you know, people are shocked. The common re- 
sponse we get is HUD actually asked us before you wrote your no- 
tice of funding availability? And our answer is yes, particularly on 
sustainability. We have been to Miami, Denver, St. Louis, Los An- 
geles, Albuquerque, Cleveland, Hartford, Connecticut and yester- 
day we met the small and rural regions. 

And our NOFA, when it goes out, will basically say, you tell us 
how you wish to grow in a sustainable fashion, how you are going 
to address housing, transportation, integrate those. How are you 
going to grow your economies and what can we do, whether it is 
USDA, HHS or HUD at assisting you grow out your economies. So 
the Federal Government approached those communities with a sin- 
gle voice. 


SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY — DUBUQUE, IOWA 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Kienitz. 

Mr. Kienitz. I will give a very practical response to that, which 
is, a place where we have actually already given a grant most re- 
cently was in Dubuque, Iowa. What is going on there is that it is 
an older community along the river. It had a long history in the 
mill business and a lot of that business went away. For a long time 
it was one of those shrinking communities that you are talking 
about. But left over is a really strong infrastructure of this district 
that had been built up and their vision in that community was to 
bring in employment, using, you know, their good quality school 
system, well-educated work force, but a community where people 
are going to want to live. 

So their strategy for attracting employment was make this a 
place where people are going to want to live, where companies are 
going to want to come, and is going to be a good place for the em- 
ployees. And so their strategy was, street reconstruction, transit, 
parks, and amenities in this mill work district. And, in fact, they 
have gotten IBM to come in and make really a very large invest- 
ment, and they are going to be bringing 1,500 employees into that 
community. And when you talk to the IBM people and you ask 
them why did you choose this community, it was that they had a 
strategy for how to make this a good corporate home for us and 
they had a strategy about how to make it a place to attract and 
retain the employees that are going to make our business succeed. 

But it is not about sort of the traditional economic development 
tools of business taxes and things like that. Those are important, 
but it was actually about sort of community values and what that 
community looked like and how it functioned. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I guess 
the concern that I have I think a lot of folks do is, you know, you 
cited the small rural communities, Dubuque, Iowa. They did that 
by themselves, didn’t they? 
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY TRUST FUND STRUCTURE 

Mr. Kienitz. So far, but then they asked us for help. 

Mr. Latham. Apparently they have been successful doing it 
themselves. Does anyone here argue that the trust fund is not 
broke? 

Mr. Kienitz. I sure don’t. 

Mr. Latham. Do you argue the Highway Trust Fund, we had to 
backfill $20 billion out of the General Fund. The fact that we are 
spending actually hundreds of billions of dollars subsidizing home 
loans in the suburbs there is a huge investment in that; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Sims. Yes, sir, you are correct. 

Mr. Latham. So we are subsidizing all of the homes out in the 
suburbs away from what you are talking about, the sustainable 
communities, and now we are going to take a whole bunch of 
money out of the Trust Fund to subsidize communities so that peo- 
ple don’t have to pay into the Trust Fund and so the Trust Fund 
continues to go down and you are taking more money out. I know 
a couple of years ago when the bridge collapsed in Minneapolis, the 
whole idea was safety, highway safety, we have to have all these 
dollars in the highways and roads and bridges because it is not 
safe for the population. 

So what we are talking about is, in fact, taking even more money 
to battle hundreds of billions of dollars that we are subsidizing 
today to build houses out in the suburbs away from these centers, 
so we are talking now hundreds of millions of dollars as kind of 
basis you are talking about to expand this program as the start in 
to take even more money — the idea that you cited rural commu- 
nities. I come from a very rural area, and my hometown is 165 peo- 
ple. I actually lived in the suburbs on a farm outside of town there 
most all of my life, but those towns are dying. 

You talk about that is where the jobs are, that is where the com- 
munity is. And the Chairman noted how many counties in the 
State of Iowa the populations are declining and those are exactly 
the kinds of examples that you are using of what is the ideal here 
for these proposals. I guess my general question is how can we jus- 
tify taking that much money out of the Trust Fund that is broke 
to subsidize people who now are not going to pay into the Trust 
Fund and still continue to spend the hundreds of billions of dollars 
that HUD does today to subsidize people to not live in these com- 
munities? 

Mr. Kienitz. That is perhaps the key question of all of this, so 
obviously we have thought about it. The first thing I will say is 
that no one will argue the point that the current financial structure 
of the Highway Trust Fund was, it was, a great run for 45 or 50 
years when you had a system whereby the amount of driving that 
people did and the amount of gasoline they used grew at the same 
rate as the economy. You take a slice of that and you spend it on 
the system, and it is a stable predictable system over time. What 
has happened is that relationship no longer exists. 

There is no longer a relationship fixed between growth in the 
economy and how much people drive. When the economy shrinks, 
it is even worse, but in fact, when the economy was growing, it was 
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growing at 3 or 4 times the rate at which the revenue was going 
to the Highway Trust Fund, and that was 5 or 8 years ago, and 
it has only gotten worse since then. 

So unfortunately we are all now living in the time in which the 
system designed by our forebears — and the great system it was — 
doesn’t work anymore for larger social reasons that are beyond any 
of our control. 

It is our responsibility to fix it, however. That is going to be the 
toughest transportation policy issue that I am sure I will face in 
my time here and that any of us will face. I am not here with an 
answer to it, other than to say we recognize the severity of the 
problem. 

Point number 2 is that during this extended period of difficulty — 
it is true because of that — perhaps the easiest thing to say is, well, 
we shouldn’t do any more renovation during this difficult period be- 
cause resources are already strained. And the resources are abso- 
lutely strained. I guess personally I guess that is not where I come 
down. Where I come down is during times of plenty, it is time to 
innovate and times of scarcity, it is perhaps more important to in- 
novate. 

So we view this as a small start, but a very important start, be- 
cause we think that the fundamental benefits for society, whether 
it is safety or social or environment, that can be gained by re-ori- 
enting our transportation program just at the beginning and in a 
small way — even in a time of scarcity — are so great that we need 
to start. But that does not at all affect the validity of your point 
that all of our biggest jobs is to affect that larger issue. 

PARTNER WITH SMALL COMMUNITIES AND CITIES 

Mr. Latham. Do you have any comments? 

Mr. Sims. I have two responses, sir. In the meeting that we had 
yesterday with the small cities and the rural communities, people 
are actually very welcoming of our intervention. They wanted to 
tell us not to tell them what to do but partner, and that is what 
we said we would do. We are not interested in telling people, we 
are interested in forming those partnerships. And their whole fear 
was we were only going to deal with large metropolitan areas and 
that we forgot to deal with small communities. And we said, no, 25 
percent of our focus would be on small and rural communities and 
forming those kinds of partnerships that allow them to do the proc- 
ess that they believe they need on a planning process that allows 
them to focus the attention of other Federal agencies on what they 
believe they needed as jurisdictions to achieve both their economic 
stability and to deal with the other kinds of problems they were 
having, whether they were transportation issues or whether they 
were housing issues. So we felt very welcome, yesterday was a very 
lively but I think a very, very productive meeting over how to do 
that. 

On the issue of how we spend other funds, it is not just HUD, 
those funds went beyond just HDD’s domain in regard to pro- 
grammatic responses to what we were witnessing with regard to 
mortgage defaults and the crisis that would precipitate here. We 
have watched throughout the country large areas have major fore- 
closures and defaults, leaving communities fairly disrupted. 
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So the intervention I believe if the President really wanted to in- 
tervene, was not just to let this happen, but figure out if there is 
a way to reduce the number of people and the amount of money 
we would lose and stabilize the financial system of the country. 
And I think stabilizing the financial system of the country was a 
very, very important message to send not only domestically, but 
internationally as well. So I understand your concerns. 

Where I look at sustainability is I am from an old school, my par- 
ents were pretty modest in the amount of money they have, and 
what sustainability requires is the efficient use of capital, it really 
does. How we invest, especially with the Federal Government, the 
Federal Government always talked to us in silos. And to me, some- 
times it didn’t make sense because one side didn’t know what the 
other side was doing, so we had inherent conflicts. Sometimes we 
could call them head scratchers where we would say can you guys 
just talk to each other so the investments we are making locally 
are going to be complemented by your regulations and investments 
of other Federal agencies. 

Sustainability is to create that vision that is moved by the com- 
munity requiring us to coordinate our actions with them, which I 
think is an efficiency long overdue. I was in a large jurisdiction, 
yes, but the Federal Government never spoke as one voice and that 
was maddening to us. We couldn’t do that at the local level because 
of our constraints on the funding so we have to be very efficient 
programmatically and work across silos. 

What this represents is the fact that the silos walls that existed 
between HUD and U.S. DOT are now down, those between EPA 
are now down. And I thought that would be easy to do; it hasn’t 
been because people love those silos, but the silos were not solu- 
tions. And so we are driving to those efficiencies as smart use of 
capital in the program. 

Mr. Latham. I would love to get yet another chance. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Rodriguez. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much, and thank you very much 
for your testimony. I know that you mentioned that you have had 
a chance to travel. I want to ask you to see if you can come to 
south Texas, a lot of people go to Dallas and Houston, but don’t go 
south. I would encourage you to come to San Antonio if possible or 
El Paso. 

We have a major dilemma during the transportation in the stim- 
ulus package in Texas. A lot of us from the border area, not just 
me, it is Congressman Reyes, Congressman Ortiz, Congressman 
Cuellar, Congressman Gonzalez and myself, Hinojosa and all those 
of us who represent the entire border area felt that a lot of those 
resources were expended elsewhere to the north of Texas versus 
the south and we have always had those concerns and for good rea- 
son. 

And then came the TIGER Program, and it went to the north. 
And so I was wondering if you can give me some kind of guidance 
in terms of how is that going to be redirected in the future. We 
know also that in urban areas throughout the country, the inner 
cities are revitalizing, but at the same time, the poor are being dis- 
placed in terms of what plans are there to see how we can help and 
we have made some serious moves at doing away with a lot of the 
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old housing, some 4 million in the last so many years, 8 or 10 years 
and only replaced it with about a million. 

So we have got a real serious problem in terms of displacing the 
poor in the inner cities and where they are headed. I represent 
west Texas, I have probably the largest district in the Nation, a lot 
of rural communities. I would ask you to see how you would re- 
spond to looking to rural communities as well, as well as urban 
communities and some of the disparities that exist out there. And 
we try to fight in terms of trying to get that money directly to com- 
munities, we couldn’t, they had to go through the states. But I am 
hoping the Federal also takes into consideration — of course, they 
argued that some of the projects were not shovel ready; they were 
the ones who do the prioritizing in terms of what is ready and 
what is not ready. And our communities were not ready and they 
still probably will not be ready. So I just ask you to respond to 
those comments. 


TIGER PROGRAM 

Mr. Kienitz. Yes, sir. This business of sort of project readiness 
is something that really has ended up being a real difficult area for 
us. One of the sort of great advertising points for the TIGER Pro- 
gram was it was one of the few pieces of Recovery Act funding that 
was not required to go through States. We had a number of States 
come to us and say, well, here are the projects in my State that 
we are recommending, but a lot of the communities, I think, were 
wise enough to also come to us directly and say, “I may or may not 
be on some State-recommended list, I want you to look at my 
project individually based on its merits,” and we did that. And the 
balance between funding that is going directly to communities as 
opposed to through States is fairly even, I would say, which is not 
the norm. 

What we did run into is exactly what you said, because a lot of 
those communities had been trying to go through the standard 
project development process and had been told, “Well, your project 
is not a very high priority.” What they had was an idea, but they 
didn’t have final design, permits and reliable schedules that could 
get them these projects begun and ended by the Recovery Act dead- 
lines that we were working with for the TIGER Program. And, for 
example, I am familiar with a couple of proposals in San Antonio 
and I know that that was a bit of an issue there. 

One of the things we worked with the Chairman with last year 
for the fiscal year 2010 TIGER money, that there is some avail- 
ability for what we sort of are calling kind of a project development 
grant. Because a lot of what we saw in the TIGER pipeline was 
people who had interesting ideas who weren’t ready. And we were 
under very strict deadlines to say we could only fund projects that 
really are ready to go and to get started. 

But we also recognize there are a lot of folks out there who don’t 
have the resources to get their projects designed, permitted, all 
that stuff so that they are ready to go. So we want to have some 
ability in the future to sort of find the folks who maybe need a lit- 
tle more help who frankly tend to be in smaller areas in more rural 
areas. We got proposals from New York City too, — they had a real- 
ly fantastic proposal, — and boy that thing was ready to go; they 
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knew what they were doing. That is because the city of New York 
has the larger transportation staff — larger than half the States. So 
our goal is really to try to find a way to do better in those areas. 

Mr. Rodriguez. The inner cities, we are trying to address the 
issue of all of a sudden property values pick up in the inner cities 
where a lot of the poor live, and they are having a rough time keep- 
ing what they have because of the property values and I know that 
they are being displaced. Are we doing any kind of assessments or 
studies as to where are these people going? 

Mr. Sims. Congressman, HUD has become incredibly focused at 
what we call areas where we have large populations of color and 
poverty in regards to what our approach would be in those commu- 
nities. Earlier in my remarks I was talking about our ability to pre- 
dict by ZIP codes health outcomes and illnesses, morbidity rates, 
lifetime earnings of children, levels of tooth decay. All of those can 
be pulled out by ZIP code. And when I came to HUD, I told Sec- 
retary Donovan that we had to move HUD as a matter of policy 
to having a ZIP code being an address but not be a life deter- 
minant. And so our strategy in looking at those communities is to 
talk about how do we rebuild them, whether it is our work with 
U.S. DOT or whether it is our work with Health Housing Human 
Services, whether it is our work with EPA but they have a coordi- 
nated effort as to how to rebuild communities so we can get better 
outcomes. 

I moved into an abandoned neighborhood, but it transformed 
over time, and we think to the best. But our biggest concern when 
we were there is the displacement of people who had previously 
lived there, so rather than deny somebody their equity because peo- 
ple are entitled to get fair equity we simply said there we wanted 
to invite additional development to occur in our community so that 
we would maintain both our racial diversity and economic diver- 
sity. As a matter of policy, HUD will be moving in that direction. 

So we will say where we see property values go up, we will still 
come in with grants and measures and work with local jurisdic- 
tions and say can you continue to provide what we call those oppor- 
tunities for people to live in traditional communities as well as to 
look at other options outside of those communities so that people 
have what makes America a greatest choice. 

But we are not going to be indifferent to what we call the im- 
pacts of increased detention to cities and the loss of that housing. 
We are saying no, we have to make sure that that housing type 
and variety is maintained throughout the city and we are going to 
work very diligently on that. 

I will be in San Antonio actually. I saw this on the board this 
morning, I look forward to working with that office when I come 
down. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Please let me know when you are coming down. 

Mr. Sims. Thank you, I will do that. Did I answer all of your 
questions, sir? I want to make sure I did. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Yes, thank you very much. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you both for your testimony. I want to 
sort of piggyback on where Mr. Latham was, I don’t think my ob- 
jection, and I assume his has anything to do with the stated goals. 
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it has to do with where the money is coming from and the time- 
frame. And from HUD’s perspective, I think Mr. Latham has elo- 
quently laid out, unless you change and asked the last panel this, 
that unless you change the tax incentives that has been geared 
since the end of the Second World War to live in single family 
homes, you are not going to be successful. 

And likewise, you talk about the economic crisis that we are in, 
you know, Fannie and Freddie Mac have not had a good couple of 
years and their whole recovery strategy is based upon convincing 
people to move into the suburbs in big old energy wasting homes 
or else the economy doesn’t recover. Unless we change that mind- 
set we fail. And from the Department of Transportation I heard 
you say that it is only 1 half of 1 percent of the contract authority. 
But you begin to add up those one half of 1 percent for the Covered 
Bridge ProOTam, for the CMAQ program, for the enhancement pro- 
gram, the $56 billion for transit and, you know, it begins to become 
real money and I think it is too soon. 

And again, in response to Mr. Latham’s query, I get that you 
want to innovate and I get that you want to start new things, but 
in your answer, Mr. Secretary, you indicate that the big issue is 
what are we going to do with the Trust Fund model started by 
Dwight Eisenhower in 1956 and it doesn’t work anymore? Well, if 
this Administration were going to deal with that problem and have 
this new initiative, I wouldn’t have any problem, but you are not. 

When Secretary LaHood was before this Subcommittee a couple 
of weeks ago, he said you are not even going to look at this until 
March — even here, until a reauthorization of a 6-year bill until 
March of 2011. I heard the Secretary from HUD talk about a lis- 
tening tour, and Secretary LaHood saying he is going on an 18- 
month listening tour around the United States to see what should 
be done with the highway program. I will give the Administration 
this tip of the hat, they are great listeners. I mean, you know, the 
President had everybody down to the Blair House to listen, but he 
talked more than anybody else he invited down there. So I really 
hope if you are going to listen, you listen. But on this issue you 
don’t have to listen. You know, how long have you been with DOT? 

Mr. Kienitz. One year exactly, but I have been in the business 
for 20 years. 

Mr. LaTourette. Then you are a babe. But I am going to tell 
you that we knew when we reauthorized SAFETEA-LU it was due 
in 2003, we couldn’t convince President Bush that you needed to 
do something on the revenue side. And so his bean counters, his 
0MB guys got together and said you can only have $256 billion for 
6 years, when his own Department of Transportation said it was 
$475 billion, we fought for 2 years, delivered it 2 years late, had 
no predictability in the States and got a lousy bill quite frankly. 
Now you guys don’t even want to give us a lousy number, you don’t 
want to do a bill. 

Now in the construction trades 27 percent unemployment, it is 
not just the people that build roads and bridges and operate the 
heavy machinery, it is people who make the concrete and the as- 
phalt and everything else. And the people who serve sloppy joes to 
the guys at lunch break. All of these people are hurting for work. 
And they want to know why when you are not going to fix the sol- 
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vency problem of the highway trust fund you think it is a good idea 
to come in and take $305 million, which by the way we had the 
jobs bill, and I love my Democratic colleagues now. Not one of them 
laughed when they called it a jobs bill last week. But that the $305 
million is about what California got out of the jobs bill last week. 
And my folks want to know, why won’t you help put people back 
to work, why are you coming up with these things until you have 
solved the other problems? 

Mr. Kienitz. I’ll try to respond in order, although the list is 
lengthy. I am not sure my notes are good enough. I hope you can 
remind me if I go off topic. 

MORTGAGE INTEREST PAYMENTS 

Mr. LaTourette. I will remind you. 

Mr. Kienitz. I would say on the matter of the mortgage interest 
deduction, that has been debated around here certainly in the 20- 
some years since I first came to the Hill. I view that as certainly 
above my pay grade, whether or not we have mortgage infrastruc- 
ture in America. I am somewhat heartened by the fact that in spite 
of the belief that that creates a strong pressure for the old style 
of development, that there is still so much of the new style, even 
if there are enormous incentives working against it. That tells me 
that people must really want this. And if people really want it, 
then why shouldn’t we try to help them? So 

REAUTHORIZATION 

On the question of the reauthorization, you know, I have only 
worked in the Administration a year, but the first highway bill I 
worked on was 1987. This will be my fifth one or something like 
that. So as you know, the big elephant in the room here is tax in- 
crease, and who is voting yes for a tax increase. I don’t have a vote, 
but obviously hopefully we are a key part of the process whenever 
that happens, but I don’t see the politics for that right now. But, 
you know, maybe I am wrong, but once again, a little bit above my 
pay grade. 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 

On the third question about the trust fund, which is when the 
original concept of the trust fund was created — the beautiful thing 
about the trust fund is that it gave the political system enough con- 
fidence to actually enact a new tax and dedicate that tax. The fear 
at the time was we got the vote to enact this tax because everyone 
knew what it was going to be for. 

Once we got this, now there is revenue coming in and everyone 
is going to want it. So we are going to create a trust fund and we 
are going to create a wall there and there will be no diversions 
from the trust fund. And this a system that worked very, very well 
for a long time. The actual underlying situation has reversed itself 
which is it is no longer a case of the transportation community 
having a big dedicated source of revenue there when everyone 
wants access to it. 

The answer is actually that the transportation community has 
now a small source of revenue that is far too small to meet their 
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own needs, and in fact, general funds are now being put into trans- 
portation routinely. First it was $8 billion, then it was $6 billion. 
I gather this bill is now going to move in the Senate in a couple 
of days and that will be another 20 . So now up to $35 billion of 
general funds. So the whole equation is no longer a question of pro- 
tecting ourselves from them. I think now they have to worry about 
protecting themselves from us. So through happenstance, we have 
ended up with a mixed funded system in which you have some 
dedicated tax and some general fund going in. I think in that 
realm, it is reasonable to say should we have a somewhat broader 
view of what the purposes of those funds are if we, in fact, do have 
a de facto ongoing. 

Mr. LaTourette. And I would say it is reasonable if there 
weren’t 57 diversions from the Highway Trust Fund when it was 
started in 1956. 

Mr. Sims. This has gone on for quite some time. 

Mr. Kienitz. We were in here for the first panel. 

Mr. Olver. Now he is taking time from me and that is more seri- 
ous. 

Let me just try to place some things into perspective here. I don’t 
think that anyone on this Subcommittee, whether we are here or 
not here, would dispute at all that there is an enormous need for 
infrastructure, that the need is at least twice and you have given 
the numbers already, at least twice the size of the last authoriza- 
tion bill. I have not seen anybody who is quite ready to pay for the 
resources that that implies. There is not as you have already just 
suggested, there is not much indication that there is anybody that 
wants to raise that kind of taxes to do a trust fund that is of the 
size that would support by itself that kind of an infrastructure pro- 
gram. 

We do need the resources, there is absolutely no question. We 
need that, nobody would dispute that. But what we also need is a 
better use of those resources, which is the subject of sustainability. 

Now my good friend from Ohio who just finished, started out his 
comments by saying it is too soon, too soon for sustainability. Well, 
what the hell? We have had a whole generation where we have 
spent billions of dollars on subsidizing sprawl off into the suburbs, 
which absolutely violates all the principals that we now, at least 
in the sustainability community, think are important and look as 
if there are ever more important for the future. And I would hope 
that in HUD, we are not spending hundreds of millions of dollars 
contributing to that very thing which violates the possibilities of 
sustainability in the future, but that is what it was. Administra- 
tions were for at least the last generation, this can’t be corrected 
overnight. It is the beginning of correction dealing with it as we are 
trying to do. 

Now, I think the time has long since passed for sustainability, 
that would be my comment on this, you don’t need to answer at 
all. I am going to go back to my — unless you want to make any 
comment to what I said. And otherwise I will go back to the Rank- 
ing Member. We will go to Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wonder how a guy 
with a degree in aquatic biology got into this mess. 

Mr. Kienitz. I wonder sometimes myself. 
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Mr. Latham. Why is it impossible, or in your minds — my con- 
cern, I think you talked about silos, we are building another silo 
here. We already have the Freddie Mac/Fannie Mae, all the incen- 
tives that HUD has, that what the tax code does is not going to 
change and we had how many hundreds of billions of dollars we 
bailed out Freddie Mac, Fannie Mae from, billions of dollars in tax 
subsidies everything else to move people out in the suburbs. And 
now we are building another silo so they are going to compete each 
other again, take more money out of the trust fund. And I don’t 
know how many people are aware actually that the $20 billion that 
was put in to make the trust fund good didn’t cost anything, just 
intergovernmental transfer. 

Mr. Kienitz. It is a bizarre system. 

Mr. Latham. Does anybody understand that we don’t have $20 
billion to start with? I mean, that we are borrowing $20 billion 
someplace to backfill this. 

Why can’t following the example of the successful projects that 
have been made, build up, you mentioned Dubuque and other larg- 
er metropolitan areas around the country that have done this, why 
can’t we just say to the States that if you want to use part of the 
trust fund dollars to take away from your roads and bridges and 
infrastructure, why can’t you do that, rather than to have a dedi- 
cated fund here at the Federal Government that probably is going 
to slow down the process if you — I mean, there is testimony earlier 
that people had to wait for the government, they went ahead and 
did stuff in spite of this. 

You know, why isn’t that a viable option? If they choose to do it, 
let them do it. 


TIGER PROGRAM 

Mr. Kienitz. I would say at least in my personal view that is cer- 
tainly part of any answer and that there has actually been a trend 
for the last 20 years which really started in the ISTEA Bill in 
1991, of taking a more hands-off attitude and saying we are not 
going to prohibit you from doing things that might not have been 
in the traditional program. We are going to open that up to you. 

I would say part of the experience of the TIGER Program when 
that was created, it was explicitly written that this is for the trans- 
portation infrastructure investments without regard to all of the 50 
years of accumulated rules about what was eligible and what was 
not eligible and what you could and couldn’t do. The very basic 
things required, environmental analysis and a couple of other 
things and Buy America, but other that that the rules didn’t apply. 

That allowed us to experiment into the question of what would 
happen if it was completely open. And what we found is a number 
of things. A lot of people came in for very traditional projects that 
were the next thing on their list where they didn’t have enough 
money and some of those were funded. A lot of people came in for 
things that were on local roads, not on roads that traditionally got 
Eederal funds, would not have otherwise been eligible. And so that 
is where taking the rules off does make a difference. 

We actually ended up the single biggest category investment 
ended up being in freight rail, which as an enormous safety bene- 
fits, social benefits, economic benefits, but is not an authorized tra- 
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ditional category for Federal investment, but maybe now that we 
are going to go do some of that, and people look at the results, 
maybe thinking about that might change. So I think it is a com- 
bination, it is a combination of taking the structures off to some de- 
gree to let States and localities do what they want. But it is also 
what is the phrase they use in the education world right now, 
which is the race to the top; it is a little bit of that mentality. Yes, 
we want to loosen the structures and let you pursue your own 
goals, but we also want to find the high fliers, the people who real- 
ly have the most interesting, most innovative, newest thing and ac- 
tually go try that and actually pick that out of the pile and say let’s 
go try this and then let everyone else look at it. 

And hopefully, there will be successes. Rarely is everything in 
life all successes, there will probably be some failures. But I think 
there is some value in having a balance between a majority of for- 
mula funds that go out to everyone to pursue what they want to 
do, but some portion of funding that is sort of dedicated on the top. 

LIVABILITY INVESTMENT 

The livability investment funds, I think, we are asking for are 
really sort of more planning, capacity building and administration. 
The real issue is people plan and build their capacity and decide 
what they want and have a capital need. That is where I think the 
gentleman is correct, which is even if you do want to go in this new 
direction, what does it end up with at the end of day? It ends up 
with billions and billions of dollars in need for capital investment. 
So I think on that we are together. The types of projects that come 
out of this might be different than the other types of projects that 
lead in the same direction. 

Our budget proposal — which is not the subject — for flexible infra- 
structure innovation fund, I guess I really view that as the place 
that all of this leads to, at least in transportation: an actual capital 
source for funding to be able to go out and do this on a large scale 
in many places around the country and actually have innovation 
occur on the ground. I know that is a controversial concept in it’s 
own way but at least it is sort of real capital dollars that have been 
brought into transportation from the general fund that aren’t going 
through the highway trust fund, but 0MB has allocated to the 
DOT proposal extra $4 billion to this issue. I hope there is some 
value added in that. 

Mr. Sims. Congressman, we are seeing our market change al- 
ready. It is interesting when we look at default rates, what were 
people — what were they spending at the time they ran into their 
own financial problems personally, and we found that one-third of 
the income was on transportation. That will result in a market 
shift as it always does. And so the key for FHA, Freddie and 
Fannie will be able to respond to the market, which is going to be 
looking for more dense places to live and to probably look at small- 
er footprints. That happened in the county I was in where we saw 
people look for a variety of new housing types that would respond 
to their economic interest, but the key is that they were looking for 
places that would allow them to efficiently get back to work, to get 
to school, to do their shopping. So I think what we are going to see 
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with Freddie and Fannie and FHA is to have to respond to a 
changed market. 

We are working on location incentives and energy incentives to 
be built into the mortgage environment as they assess the indi- 
vidual coming in so they can say, look, if you are out here, here 
is your energy cost. If you are out here, this is your transportation 
cost so we can get them to rethink their market choice. 

Internally where HUD is headed is incentivizing people to actu- 
ally think through what we call cost factors, we will do that 
through our tax credit systems. Our transformation of rental as- 
sistance because we want people to actually make really good fi- 
nancial decisions that either will be able to reduce government 
costs, or actually help them in terms of the management of their 
own finances. 

I remember being in a meeting where I went to developers and 
I said, can we get you to look at new housing types because we 
were all single family, and the bigger the single family dwelling, 
the better. And they said I don’t know. So a developer who fought 
me the most decided to go into row houses and found out he 
couldn’t build them fast enough. Our major builders in our county 
were looking at how to build new neighborhoods, because it was 
not the size of the house, but the quality of the neighborhood that 
attracted people. Did it have a park nearby? Did it have a path 
nearby? Was there shopping nearby? 

So the — I believe the pattern we have seen up until now with 
Freddie’s and Fannie’s and the FHA, they may not be the market 
driver, but how you grow will be the market driver and they will 
have to change their mortgage instruments. So I look at sustain- 
ability as being able to capture. Like I said, it is a conservative tool 
because underlying it is the use of capital and money and afford- 
ability, but they are going to change. I can’t sit here and speak for 
Fannie and Freddie and FHA, there are people better at it than I. 
But sustainability will be inculcated within HUD in every one of 
its programs. So at least our $44 billion that we spend will be di- 
rected toward saying this is a new era for how the government is 
going to spend its money, how it is going to invest its money, and 
how can we ensure that we have a high quality of life in every com- 
munity. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, and I just want to focus on, I guess 
my observation that prompted the Chairman to say what the hell. 

By talking about too early, what I mean is timing. I agree with 
you, if we don’t start going, you don’t get going and you are not 
going — at this point in time Mr. Rodriguez’s comments and our 
first panel pretty clearly indicated because it is in infancy, one of 
an unintended consequences from housing standpoint, and I think 
you raised, the demand is outstripping supply. And so what you 
are doing is displacing people who should be our target for afford- 
able housing in the short run. And the question is today when the 
trust fund is bankrupt, and we will take Mr. Latham as example, 
if he’s hemorrhaging, bleeding profusely, and has a limited amount 
of health care dollars, rather than fixing his bleeding, should we 
give him a facelift. Now that might be a good idea later, but is it 
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a good idea now? That is what I am talking about. And I think you 
get it. 

And to the Chairman’s point that nohody — Chairman Oberstar 
has a proposal, and he is trying to sell it to anybody that will lis- 
ten. The Speaker won’t let him bring the bill to the floor, your Sec- 
retary has testified before this Subcommittee that they don’t even 
want to hear from us until March of 2011. This is one of those 
issues, it is like the middle class entitlements of Social Security, 
and Medicare. This is a tricky issue, a lot of my classmates came 
here because of the 4.3 cents when the gas tax was increased in 
19 — I get it. But people — ^you are either going to have leaders in 
the Administration and the Congress say this is a need, and we are 
going to figure out how to do it, a combination of tolling, vehicle 
miles, travel, gas tax, bonding or not. 

And at this moment in time, I have to tell you that there is a 
stark lack of leadership from the Administration on this issue and 
from the leadership of this House. And I will tell you right now we 
will get Republican votes for that, but 27 percent unemployment, 
we can’t put up with that, you just can’t put up with that. And at 
the same time, say we are going to give Latham a facelift by the 
way, it is just not right. That is it, thanks for the time, Mr. Chair- 
man. 


HUD PARTNERSHIPS 

Mr. Olver. You want to comment? 

Mr. Sims. I will respond on the HUD side and Mr. Latham, you 
don’t need a facelift. 

One of the things that we found in HUD was what we were 
siloed as well. So when Mr. Rodriguez raised his question about 
how do you handle inflating, we are now doing and HUD is saying 
can we get you to focus on what the community is going through 
and coordinate our tax credit, our multifamily systems, our FHA 
systems, our various tenant-based and project-based so we can ac- 
tually replace the housing. 

Remember, my issue is that everybody is entitled to get equity 
out of your home, I firmly believe in that. But our issue is how 
then do you build into that the ability to continue to provide oppor- 
tunities for people to live. And that required a fundamental change 
within HUD and that is occurring. We are not only going to try to 
break our silos between cabinet agencies, we are trying to break 
down our own internal silos as well. 

Mr. Kienitz. I would like to respond briefly. The gentleman 
thinks it is too early and the Chairman thinks it is too late, and 
perhaps we can compromise that now is a good time. 

Mr. LaTourette. Oh. 

Mr. Olver. That was very well done, that was very well done. 
We are going to finish up here very quickly and I will take a short 
amount of time here. Three years ago we started on this sustain- 
ability thing, this Subcommittee started it with an effort to get 
FTA and HUD to speak together. 

And they did so sort of haltingly and the GAO did us a report 
on what was going on. And you folks have gone far beyond what 
is necessary by that process, but you have taken on — we could go 
on to what other things need to be involved in this program as sus- 
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tainability. It would have education department and maybe an ag- 
riculture department even in that process. But we are working on 
the ones you have got. One of the things that the GAO in their re- 
port was criticized for was there wasn’t very good data on the 
whole business of housing in relation to transportation where the 
housing units were. Are we now in your listening sessions and 
whatever else we are doing, are we collecting the data that allows 
us to be more precise about what are the possibilities, what are the 
opportunities, what actually is on the ground first of all. 

HUD POLICY, DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 

Mr. Sims. Mr. Chairman, we have Assistant Secretary Raphael 
Bostick from our Department, and who is in charge of the office of 
Policy, Development and Research. PD&R has been working with 
all the agencies, GIS systems, to put them in — access of them and 
look at data with precision. The are all updated, they are superbly 
done. And we will be very, very targeted and able to tell you how 
a neighborhood is functioning, we can broaden it out to a neighbor- 
hood or community by using a GIS systems maintained by this gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Olver. All right. Yeah. 

Mr. Kienitz. I would also respond. I know that Ron’s department 
has actually been involved in an effort trying to map this housing 
affordability and transportation cost combined index. And I know 
that has been ongoing for a couple years before we got here. We 
are now sort of partnering with it to try to figure out how to roll 
out data sets that cover most the country with regard to that, so 
you can sort of see where the opportunities and challenges are, ei- 
ther around transit or not around transit. 

Mr. Olver. I have seen data that showed that for low income 
families, the cost of housing and transportation together can be 60 
percent of the whole budget, and this is the sort of thing that what 
you are doing in breaking down the silos should begin to tell us 
where, what we — how we can counter that and how we can make — 
that is part of the sustainability basically, that is a major portion 
of the sustainability. 

What you are doing with — I want to go with something that Mr. 
Rodriguez had said, that question of capacity building that I think 
you are using project development grants, I think that was the 
term that was — I think that is very important. There are places 
that know exactly how to get the most out of Federal funds and 
there are other places that have much greater need and just don’t 
know how to do it. So if you are building some capacity along the 
way, that is all the good for this Nation it seems to me for the eq- 
uity that goes along with it. 

I think that is very important. And then I would say the trust 
fund has for years and years, I don’t know how long, whether it 
is a whole generation, because I wasn’t here a whole generation 
ago, but had FTA in its operations, FTA, as you said, Mr. Kienitz, 
is 300 million of what you are proposing, is the operations that 
come out of the FTA. And that goes back to where public transpor- 
tation and the expansion of public transportation which we had 
testimony in the previous panel, the effectiveness of that public 
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transportation, and in reaching the goals, at least in that one city, 
Portland have been very well reached by that. 

That seems to answer part of the problem, it gets down to that 
too. In my mind, it gets down to we are arguing about whether the 
$200 million that you have suggested it is not quite that because 
20 million at the beginning is for planning and capacity building 
and so on, that that other $200 million should be under question, 
should be worried about for that half of 1 percent. Would you like 
to sum up and make another explanation in defense of that? 

CAPACITY BUILDING 

Mr. Kienitz. I would. Thank you for the opportunity. I will say 
two things: The first of which is on this sort of capacity building 
side, that is certainly a portion of the livability proposal that we 
have made, that Federal transit would do, some of that with their 
grantees, and Federal highway would do some of that and OST 
would have a coordinating function centrally. 

Honestly it was fascinating to see Fred Hansen sitting up here 
on behalf of TriMet. He is someone who is well known here in 
Washington from his many years here. And they are intelligent, so- 
phisticated; they understand all the rules of the system; they know 
how to put their projects together in a perfect way to get them 
through the system and have done that very, very well. And of all 
communities, Seattle has sort of started behind but has gotten 
ahead and the Denver’s and Salt Lake’s and New York, they are 
all fixing it out. But you have to feel for San Antonio; they don’t 
have 30 years of experience of winding their way through the sys- 
tem. That is a big part of it. Because the money we are talking 
about in the Department’s proposal is not enough to go out and do 
big capital investments, it is really more aimed at that question, 
which is that there are people out there who want something but 
don’t know quite exactly what it is they want, it isn’t exactly de- 
signed or permitted, and they don’t know how to navigate the Fed- 
eral system. 

And our hope, and I really know Ron’s hope is this, is an equal 
opportunity thing where the fact that you got an early start doesn’t 
mean you are always at the front of the line. 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 

Mr. Olver. Well, Mr. Rodriguez was talking about El Paso and 
Laredo and Brownsville and other places, not just San Antonio. Al- 
though San Antonio is, of course, given the size of San Antonio, it 
is a little bit of a shock that they are having some troubles. 

Mr. Kienitz. The only other thing I will say is that on the ques- 
tion of Trust Fund. I mean, interestingly the modern day conversa- 
tion that were diversions from the trust fund actually began in 
1982 when the first transit site of the trust fund was created, 
which was actually done under Ronald Reagan and with a par- 
tially, you know — so I guess I view that as something over which 
there is still disagreement, but after 28 years, to some degree, I 
think it is a decided issue there is a split here. And so the real 
question is what is the right split? How can it be well managed? 
How do we get the most for our money? 
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Mr. Olver. The real ultimate question is where are we going to 
get the resources? 

Mr. Kienitz. Exactly. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased we are 
getting back on subject here. Mr. LaTourette calls you a babe. 

Mr. LaTourette. I am sorry to use insulting language. 

Mr. Olver. And worried about 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Mr. Sims, you said something earlier a cou- 
ple rounds ago that because of the initiatives, the cost of moving 
into these sustainability communities, the rents are higher, the 
costs of the homes are higher, so we are subsidizing something that 
will increase the cost of the housing. 

And the next thing you said, to maintain the diversity of the 
community and make sure every one can live there, we are going 
to subsidize people to their rents, or somehow subsidize them to 
live in those communities. How — where does it end? We are sub- 
sidizing one thing to cause behavior for us to have to subsidize 
something else. 

Mr. Sims. I think in sustainable communities, what we find is 
that you are never going to be able to cap market. The issue then, 
what are strategies going to be to make sure that we can minimize 
the displacement of people. And their are communities and sustain- 
ability that have done it very, very well. There are a number of 
communities that have stood up and done that to maintain the mix 
of housing types. 

We did that with HOPE VI, and hopefully will do that with 
Choice Neighborhoods. We are doing that with tax credit assist- 
ance. So those tools are useful and they are market driven. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. So we are subsidizing people because they 
can’t afford to live in the communities because we subsidize the 
community that is now unaffordable. That is, in essence — I don’t 
want to belabor the point. 

I want to ask, I know we have to end here, but one kind of one 
big question, we are spending $150 million to this year to have you 
guys be able to talk together in essence. 

Mr. Kienitz. They say talk is cheap, but I guess not. 

Mr. Latham. Not in Washington. $150 million for you guys to be 
able to sit down and work together. Where does it end? Ten years 
from now, how much money are we going to be laying out in the 
sustainable communities when you talk ab^out loans, when you talk 
about guarantees, grants, subsidies, how much will this cost 10 
years from now? 


CAPITAL INVESTMENT 

Mr. Kienitz. I will respond from my part, I think we are appro- 
priately starting this effort with sort of process: organization, out- 
reach, education, capacity building, planning. Those are all the 
things one should do at the beginning of something new. That has 
a certain cost: it was 150 for them last year, now theirs is the same 
for this proposal, and we are somewhat a larger department so 
ours is somewhat larger in size. I don’t know that those sort of 
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front end efforts get a great deal more expensive than that. But it 
is what I mentioned a second ago, which is if you are doing that 
work right, there are communities all over America that say, “hey, 
I want a streetcar or light rail or HOPE VI, I want park infrastruc- 
ture or renewable energy or green buildings,” or all of those other 
things. 

Then the question is how does the government organize itself 
around those capitally? Some of those are appropriately private 
sector, some of those are appropriately things that developers are 
doing, things that office developers are doing, retailers are doing, 
things that Wal-Mart is doing. But some is on the public side, some 
of it is water infrastructure, transit, things like that. So the ques- 
tion of what is the ultimate magnitude on the capital investment 
side. I don’t think any of us know because I don’t think we know 
how many times are ultimately going to buy this vision. The — 
hopefully if the theory is right, the net capital investment to grow 
smarter is equal or less than the net capital investment to do it 
otherwise, that is what the Utah experience has really been about, 
that is what drove them. It is not like Utah is this sort of hot bed 
of — it ain’t Cambridge. It was really driven by them saying if we 
keep growing horizontally in the way that we have in the past, I 
have to send water lines to every one of those places, and I have 
to do sewer collectors to every one of those places, I have got to do 
electrical infrastructure, I have got to do broadband, I have got to 
do streets, I have got to do trash collection, and I have to do fire 
protection, and I have got to do hydrants and all of that. 

And their vision was really to create a growth pattern for their 
community which had a lot less of those things, 30 percent less of 
all that. It meant 200 percent more transit, but with way more 
transit you get somewhat less of everything else. So hopefully, if 
the theory is right, the net necessarily isn’t greater. I don’t think 
we know yet because we are at the beginning. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. McDonough, earlier in the earlier panel called 
what you just described doing it wrong, but then deciding to do it 
more efficiently, which doesn’t make it right, it stays wrong, but 
rather than doing it right and then once you have got it doing it 
right, you become more efficient at that and it grows in the right 
direction. 

Mr. Latham. I am glad you clarified that. 

Mr. Olver. Well, if you read his whole testimony, that is essen- 
tially what he was saying, I was paraphrasing, you won’t find the 
exact phrases in his testimony. But what I think you are saying 
is that this in 10 years, everybody will be doing this because it is 
clearly the right way for sustainability in the long term. 

Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, as my mom would say, if every- 
body is jumping off a bridge are you going to jump off a bridge? 
No. 

I would wish the administration would just think about this, that 
why don’t you just make the sustainability thing eligible under 
CMAQ. It deals with congestion, mitigation, air quality, you don’t 
steal $300 million out of the trust fund that is already strapped for 
cash, and then the communities can figure out if they want to use 
it for planning, they want to use it for whatever they do. And then 
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you can make all the people that used to be sprawl people who are 
now sustainability people happy because it is eligible. I wish you 
would think about that. 

Mr. Kienitz. We are happy to consider it. 

Mr. LaTourette. I am done, thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Okay, thank you, very much. This has been an inter- 
esting discussion and what we have heard today, I think, has been 
a really stunning presentation of all parts and a good discussion in 
both sessions. I appreciate what you are doing and we will do our 
best to keep going. 

Mr. Kienitz. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Sims. Thank you sir, thank you, members. 



Liviible Cofiimiiiiltics 


I . Please provide a listing of all new positions requested in FY 201 1 for the Livable 

Communities, showing the position title, grade level, salary, and basic descripiion of the 
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Administrative 

Assistant 

7/8 

$42,209 - 
$60,765 

Carry out varied technical and administrative 
support assignments for the DAS and 
specialists within the Office of Livable 
Communities. 

Financial 

Specialist 

11/12/13 

$62,467 - 
$115,742 

Provides financial management direction for 
the livable communities program. 

Program 

Analyst 

13/14 

$89,033 - 
$136,771 

Develops, identifies and coordinates the 
implementation of transportation-related and 
interagency programmatic performance 
metrics and measures to establish baselines 
and evaluate results. Identify necessary 
program modifications based on experiences 
with the programs and recommend changes 
to policies, as appropriate, to ensure 
continued effectiveness of the community 
development programs. 

Senior Policy 
Analyst 

14/15 

$105,211 - 
$155,500 

Leads the formulation of solutions needed to 
implement necessary strategies and 
participates in the resolution of 
issues. Participates in efforts to coordinate 
interagency funding investments. Oversees 
efforts to better align interagency planning. 

Policy Analyst 

13/14 

$89,033 - 
$136,771 

Serves as primary staff for in agency 
coordination assuring implementation of 
decisions made in weekly interagency 
coordination meetings, tracking progress and 
participating in interagency task forces to 
ensure products are completed and delivered 
in a thorough and timely manner. 

Program 

Analyst 

11/12 

$62,467 - 
$97,333 

Coordinates cross agency and DOT-wide 
regional efforts to set direction and oversee 
regional activities that support the livable 
communities program. Conveys policy 
direction and oversight, identifies FHWA 
and FTA field office needs and provides 
feedback on regional initiatives. 

Senior Program 
Analyst 

11/12/13 

$62,467 - 
$115,742 

Conduct nationwide outreach activities to 
community development experts, groups and 
stakeholders through meetings, conferences, 
symposiums and forums to support mission- 
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related policy development. Conducts 
analyses to support the development of 
agency policy, programmatic, and legislative 
initiatives. 

Policy Analyst 

n/12/13 

S62,467 - 
$115,742 

Develops or oversees the development of 
tools and models to support the livability 
initiative such as neighborhood 
sustainability, transportation costs, 
walkability, affordability or location efficient 
indices, livability database, and other such 
tools. Conducts analyses to support the 
development of program initiatives. 

Full year salary range for Grade level(s) indicated. Please note that new positions are 
only funded for half a year. 


2. Does the Department envision reassigning any current DOT employees to the new Office 
of Livable Communities? 

RESPONSE: Current DOT employees with the appropriate expertise and interest may be hired 
into new positions in the Office of Livable Communities. Others may serve temporarily to help 
“stand up” the Office 

3. Please describe how the Department envisions this office relating to the Livable 
Communities efforts in the modes, 

RESPONSE: The Office of Livable Communities will provide leadership for DOT’S livability 
efforts, coordinate livability programs across the Department’s modal administrations, lead in 
identifying needed tools and in the development of those tools and assess the effectiveness of 
various programs in supporting livability. Additionally, the Office of Livable Communities will 
serve as the focal point for interagency efforts, such as the Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities, coordinating DOT activities for these efforts and ensuring the development of 
metrics and performance measures for livability. The Office will also focus on aligning 
Departmental programs and priorities to improve the effectiveness of DOT’S program delivery. 


4. If fonding is not provided for the Livable Communities programs in Federal Highways 
Administration and/or the Federal Transit Administration, how would that impact this 
request for the Office of Livable Communities? 

RESPONSE: Lack of funding for Livable Communities programs in FHWA and FTA would 
hamper DOT’S ability to participate effectively in DOT’s livable communities work and in the 
Partnership for Sustainable Communities. FHWA and FTA are key to fostering the broad based 
planning and capital investment that are critical components to assist in developing regional 
growth plans and in funding transportation choices that implement those plans. DOT is working 
through the field staff of the two agencies to collaborate with HUD and EPA field staff to work 
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with communities, provide technical assistance and encourage action. A lack of funding for 
actions and investments to support activities such as improving modeling and data collection, 
provide training, fund household transportation surveys, and support organizational changes to 
better reflect integrated planning will severely hamper DOT’S ability to be effective. 


5. Please provide a break out of the funding requests in the “Other Services” category. 

RESPONSE: The Other Services category reflects the new office’s proportional share of the 
department’s overhead costs and activities including but not limited to items such the working 
capital fund which funds office space, IT services, security, and other general administrative 
needs. 


Other Services Description 

Estimated Cost 

Develop performance measures and metrics; develop tools such as 
an affordability index, a location efficiency index, a transportation 
cost index or other such aids. 

12,000,000 

Infrastructure Start-up 

2,875,853 

PC&B Costs 

670,000 

Contracts 

4,200,000 

Equipment 

50,000 

Training 

30,000 

Supplies 

24,000 

Federal Express 

1,000 

Travel 

150,000 

TOTAL 

$20,000,000 
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4. How will sustainability be defined in rural areas? What do you say to critics who argue 
that this is only feasible in large, urban areas? 
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Answer: HUD is making a special effort to ensure that rural areas and small towns compete 
on an equal footing with metropolitan areas under the Sustainable Communities Regional 
Planning Grant and the Community Challenge Planning Grant programs. Many of the 
concepts of sustainability and livability come from small towns - the idea, for example, of a 
town center that is walkable and accessible to all ages and income groups. 

HUD’s Sustainable Communities Initiative is designed to assist both metropolitan and rural 
communities to address the challenges of population growth or decline, land use, housing, 
transportation and other critical environmental issues. HUD is aware of the special needs 
and considerations that come into play in rural and small town areas. Past transportation 
policies resulted in Main Streets in many rural communities being bypassed by the Interstate 
Highway System, contributing to the decline of once-vibrant business centers. Closer in, 
many rural communities are struggling with the loss of farm land and open space as a result 
of our current dispersed patterns of development. Transportation costs are often significantly 
higher for residents of rural communities, especially with longer commutes to employment 
centers and housing choices that tend to be more limited. Belter coordination of housing and 
transportation will lead to policies and programs that protect and safeguard open space and 
agricultural land in rural areas. These rural communities are sometimes in the greatest need 
of planning and capacity-building resources, since they lack the resources of their larger 
metropolitan counterparts. 

5. How is HUD ensuring that there is no duplication of effort between the three agencies in 
the Partnership for Sustainable Communities? What steps is HUD taking to ensure that 
there is no overlap between HUD, DOT and EPA? 

Answer; HUD, DOT, and EPA have identified a set of priorities and roles that guide our 
individual and joint efforts. Within the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, each 
agency will incorporate the six Livability Principles into their policies and funding 
programs to the degree possible and adopt a common set of performance metrics for use by 
grantees that helps align and leverage Federal funds. Within this shared framework, as laid 
out in the agencies’ joint fiscal year 201 1 budget proposal, the agencies each propose to 
take the lead in different areas, as further described below. 

• HUD will take the lead in funding, evaluating, and building the capacity for integrated 
regional and local planning for sustainable development, and investing in sustainable 
housing and community development efforts. 

• DOT will focus on building the capacity of transportation agencies to integrate their 
planning and investments into broader plans and actions that promote sustainable 
development, and investing in transportation infrastructure that directly supports 
sustainable development and livable communities. 

• EPA will provide technical assistance to communities and States to help them implement 
sustainable community strategies, and develop environmental sustainability metrics and 
practices. 

6. When will the NOFAs for the Sustainable Communities Initiative be awarded? 

Answer: Both the Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program and the 
Community Challenge Planning Grant Program NOFAs will be posted the week of June 
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21, 2010. Applicants will have 60 days to submit applications for the Sustainable 
Communities Regional Planning Grant Program. HUD anticipates that awards will be 
made by late September or early October 201 0. The joint HUD/DOT NOFA for the DOT 
TIGER II Planning Grant Program and the HUD Community Challenge Planning Grant 
Program will require applicants to submit final applications by August 23, 2010. DOT and 
HUD anticipate making awards by mid-October 2010. 

7. When will HUD award and complete the $10 million evaluation of the Sustainable 
Communities Initiative? How long will the study run? 

Answer: The $ 1 0 million Partnership for Sustainable Communities joint research and 
evaluation effort is expecting to award the funds during fiscal year 2010. Of the total 
$10 million, $1.5 million will be transferred to the Department’s Transformation Initiative 
leaving $8.5 million. It will consider, but not be limited to, supporting the following issues: 
development and dissemination of the housing and transportation affordability index; expansion 
of an existing national transit-oriented development database; tool development to support the 
field of practitioners and policymakers (e.g., scenario-sketch analysis tools, access to FTA tools 
for community developers); in addition to an evaluation and monitoring effort of the Sustainable 
Regional Plaiming Grants and Community Challenge Planning Grants programs. 

HUD expects to evaluate and monitor the performance of (he two programs over the next 
3 years and is developing an evaluation and monitoring program in consultation with HUD’s 
Office of Policy Development and Research. Grantees will be subject to annual performance 
evaluations to gauge progress against specific milestones established at the time of award. 
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Fiscal Year 201 1 

Hearing: HUD and DOTs Sustainability and Livability Initiatives in FY201 1 Budget 
March 10,2010 

Questions for the Record 

Representative David E. Price 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
House Committee on Appropriations 

Questions for DOT Under Secretary for Policy, Rov Kienitz: 

Livability 

QUESTION 1 : I am pleased that the FY 201 1 budget request reflects the Administration’s continued 
commitment to livable communities by requesting new and reprogrammed funding on the order of $527 
million for the department’s livability efforts - especially given that DOT did not commit any specific 
funding towards the Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities in FY 2010. 

However, I do wonder why the livability funding request is spread throughout various agencies of the 
DOT including the Office of the Secretary, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). This partly stems from a concern that if the funding flows 
through the existing DOT “silos”, then that is also how the money will be spent. What kind of 
assurances can you provide that the funds will he spent more broadly on '‘livability ” whether they come 
from the FHWA or FTA ? What kind of differences do you envision in terms of how the funding through 
each agency would be spent? 

ANSWER ; Each mode has technical expertise to achieve certain goals, which makes allocation of the 
funds to modes strategic in ensuring that the goal of the grant program is achieved in a timely and 
responsible manner. However, the livability initiative has unprecedented and unparalleled levels of 
coordination at alt levels, which will help us to ensure the overarching principles of the Partnership 
continue to be pursued. This coordination and education is changing the priorities of the department at 
every level. 

At the Headquarters level, we have regular meetings where OST, FHWA and FTA strategize together on 
steps forward for the Partnership. This coordination will continue and even increase when OST is 
overseeing the allocation of competitive grants that are distributed by FHWA. 

Since we began the initiative, we have also been reaching out to our field staff in the regions, and now 
FTA and FHWA offices are coordinating with their EPA and HUD counterparts on various projects. We 
are initiating further outreach to ensure continued communication. This open flow of information will 
ensure that headquarters policy drives project decisions on the ground as well. 

Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities 

QUESTION 2 : We have seen the principles established by the Interagency Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities, but as far as I know, we have not seen a clear and detailed plan for implementation or an 
explanation of how each Agency (HUD, DOT and EPA) intends to participate in achieving those goals. 

For example, the FY 201 1 request includes $200 million at FHWA for a Livable Communities capacity 
building grant program, the objective of which is to provide resources to recipients that would “enhance 
the relationship between transportation, land use, housing, and resource management while protecting 
the environment and promoting multi-modal choices in urban and rural communities.” I understand that 
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this program is currently being developed with HUD and EPA. In what ways would this program differ 
from the Sustainable Communities Initiative already in place at HUD? 

ANSWER : The difference in the two programs is largely in the types of activities that will be funded. 
DOT'S program will focus on capacity building. The goal is to increase capacity at all levels of 
government to integrate transportation, housing, economic development and w-ater infrastructure 
investments in urban and rural communities. The funds could be used to improve modeling and data 
collection, provide training, fund household transportation surveys, and support organizational changes 
to better reflect integrated planning. 

HUD's program, on the other hand, has a focus on planning. Their goals are to improve regional 
planning efforts that integrate housing and transportation decisions, and update land use plans and 
zoning codes. They will be able to award funds to housing, transportation, and environmental 
stakeholders who are focused on planning efforts. 

QUESTION 3 ; Even for those of us who strongly support the goals of the partnership, it is critical that 
we understand the partnership to ensure that there is no overlap or duplicative efforts. Does such a 
comprehensive plan already exist? If not, why not? What do envision DOT's role to be as the initiative 
moves forward and why do you think DOT is well positioned to serve that role? 

ANSWER : In the first year of the partnership, the goals have been to address barriers in our program 
and align our funding sources, where possible, to promote the livability principles. We have learned a 
great deal over the last year and now have a working group within the Partnership laying out a roadmap 
forward for our three agencies and the goals we wish to achieve in the next few years. 

DOT also used the first year of the flGER program to fund many projects that will improve livability in 
many communities across the country. We hope to continue to reward state and local innovation 
through TIGER 11 and future iterations of this program. 

DOT’S role in this partnership, and as we move forward, is to ensure that transportation planning and the 
building of transportation infrastructure is done in a way that promotes livability. In FYl 1 , this means 
increasing capacity of regional governments to perform the necessary planning. The goal of our program 
is to increase capacity at all levels of government to integrate transportation, housing, economic 
development and water infrastructure investments in urban and rural communities. The fttnds could be 
used to improve modeling and data collection, provide training, fund household transportation surveys, 
and support organizational changes to better reflect integrated planning. These are changes that are 
greatly needed on the ground in order for communities to be able to promote and encourage livability. 
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Fiscal Year 2011 

Hearing: HUD and DOT'S Sustainability and Livability Initiatives in FY201 1 Budget 

March 10, 2010 

Questions for the Record 

Representative David E. Price 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
House Committee on Appropriations 

Sustainable Communities Initiative 


Question: I am pleased that the FY 2011 budget request reflects the Administration’s 
continued commitment to livable communities by requesting continued funding for the 
Sustainable Communities Initiative, including funding for regional planning grants, community 
challenge grants, a capacity-building program and a tools clearinghouse. 

However, before we put the cart ahead of the horse, I understand that the FY 2010 Notice 
of Funding Availability is expected soon and that awards are expected to be granted this 
summer. What kind of interest have you seen in the grant program so far, and what sort of 
feedback did you receive from planning organizations and others who applied? What kind of 
changes do you think you will make, if any, when awarding future grants with FY 2011 funding? 

Answer: We received over 900 written comments, met with over 1,000 stakeholders in 7 
listening sessions and staged webcasts that touched thousands more. The feedback we received 
was overwhelmingly positive — ^from the mayors and other elected officials of both small and 
large communities, to business leaders in growing regions, to governors of states that have been 
hit hard economically. 

Our example of how this feedback changed our thinking is with respect to small towns 
and rural areas. The White House convened a special focus group to discuss the needs of such 
communities. In those sessions, we heard concerns that larger communities and central cities 
would receive preference for these funds despite the great need in rural America. 



386 


Question: I am pleased that the FY 201 1 HUD budget request would direct S20 million 
of the Sustainable Communities Initiative funding towards a research and evaluation effort and 
enhance collaboration by HUD, DOT, and EPA. How do you plan to assists awardees and track 
funding from FY 2010? 

Answer: As the program expends funds and begins actual activities, the fiscal year 201 1 
justification proposes “to dedicate funding towards efforts to build the capacity of regional 
agency representatives, local jurisdictions, elected officials, community-based organizations, 
developers and private sector leaders and other stakeholders to envision, build citizen support 
for, prepare plans, reform policies, develop and execute implementation strategies and measure 
the performance of sustainable communities initiatives. A strategic education and training 
program will be defined during 201 1 that is intended to build the capacity of practitioners, 
decisions-makers and other stakeholders to clearly understand their appropriate role(s) and 
responsibilities in defining and executing sustainable communities. Education programs will be 
staged in conjunction with conferences of various stake holder groups to ensure adequate 
awareness of the best available practices in sustainable communities, peer-to-peer exchanges will 
be organized to allow cross-community problem-solving and information sharing and 
interdisciplinary forums will help cross-sector groups understand the challenges and importance 
of breaking down disciplinary silos to achieve more efficient and cost-effective results. In 
addition, HUD will, in partnership with DOT and EPA, establish a web-based best-practices 
clearinghouse specifically aimed at providing information, data, tools and advice to both grantees 
and others wishing to adopt sustainable communities programs. This effort would create a one- 
stop-shop for the tools, experiences and lessons learned from national public interest groups, 
government agencies, universities and other research instituted practitioners.” 
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Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities 


Questions: We have seen the principles established by the Interagency Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities, but as far as I know, we have not seen a clear and detailed plan for 
implementation or an explanation of how each Agency (HUD, DOT and EPA) intends to 
participate in achieving those goals. Even for those of us who strongly support the goals of the 
partnership, it is critical that we understand the partnership to ensure that there is no overlap or 
duplicative efforts. Does such a comprehensive plan already exist? If not, why not? What do 
envision HUD 's role to he as the initiative moves forward and why do you think that role makes 
sense for HUD? 

Answer: HUD, DOT, and EPA have identified a set of priorities and roles that guide our 
individual and joint efforts. Within the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, each agency 
will incorporate the six Livability Principles into their policies and funding programs to the 
degree possible and adopt a common set of performance metrics for use by grantees that helps 
align and leverage Federal funds. Within this shared framework, as laid out in the agencies’ joint 
fiscal year 201 1 budget proposal the agencies each propose to take the lead in different areas, as 
further described below. 

• HUD will take the lead in funding, evaluating, and building the capacity for 
integrated regional and local planning for sustainable development, and investing in 
sustainable housing and community development efforts, 

• DOT will focus on building the capacity of transportation agencies to integrate their 
planning and investments into broader plans and actions that promote sustainable 
development, and investing in transportation infrastructure that directly supports 
sustainable development and livable communities. 

• EPA will provide technical assistance to communities and States to help them 
implement sustainable community strategies, and develop environmental 
sustainability metrics and practices. 




Wednesday, April 21, 2010. 

THE STATUS OF THE FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRA- 
TION INCLUDING THE FY 2011 BUDGET REQUEST 

WITNESS 

DAVID STEVENS, COMMISSIONER OF THE FEDERAL HOUSING ADMIN- 
ISTRATION 


Mr. Olver’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Olver. This hearing will come to order. I welcome David 
Stevens, Commissioner of the Federal Housing Administration. You 
have a complex title being an Assistant Secretary and also Com- 
missioner of the FHA. 

You have been on the job now for just about 10 months during 
a period in which FHA’s role in the mortgage market has expanded 
significantly. Given your extensive experience in the housing and 
financial industries, I believe you are the right person to lead FHA 
at this particular juncture. 

We are all painfully aware that many Americans are still strug- 
gling in the current financial crisis. FHA has played an important 
role for first-time home buyers and those refinancing their homes 
by providing affordable, 30-year, fixed rate mortgages. Since 2006, 
FHA’s share of the mortgage market has increased from under 2 
percent to over 30 percent of loans originated. These steps have 
helped some homeowners. However, it is obvious that much more 
remains to be done as the crisis is far from over. 

Every day we hear of financial institutions reporting billions of 
dollars in profits. At the same time we hear from constituents that 
the same institutions are not interested in providing relief to strug- 
gling homeowners. Program after program has been proposed to 
incentivize these institutions, including the most recent announce- 
ment from FHA and the Treasury, but we have yet to see real 
progress. 

I look forward to hearing about your new program and why you 
think it will attain the success that has eluded the predecessors. 
I am also interested to know more about the actions you have 
taken to provide stronger oversight of the lenders participating in 
FHA programs. Since you were sworn in as Commissioner in July, 
more than 350 FHA approved lenders have been removed from the 
program, more than eight times the number that were removed in 
total between 2006 and 2008. 

You have also taken numerous steps, including increasing insur- 
ance premiums, to ensure that the FHA manages its portfolio risk 
responsibly and that the programs operate without cost to the tax- 
payer. As we both know, HUD’s fiscal year 2011 budget was predi- 
cated upon the assumption that a number of proposed legislative 
changes to FHA’s loan program would result in $5.8 billion in re- 
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ceipts. In early March, CBO released its analysis and credited FHA 
with only $1.9 billion in receipts for the mortgage insurance pro- 
gram, leaving a gap of $3.9 billion. 

For the last 2 years, HUD and CBO have differed widely — almost 
wildly — on this issue, and I expect FHA to address the reasons for 
this discrepancy. Implications of your budget extend beyond the 
FHA and impact resources available for the remainder of HUD’s 
housing programs and therefore for transportation programs. 

Commissioner, your responsibility is to ensure that the FHA op- 
erates responsibly as an affordable option for average Americans. 

1 look forward to hearing your testimony and discussing the oppor- 
tunities and challenges facing the FHA today and in the future. 

Before we hear from you, I will recognize our Ranking Member, 
Tom Latham, for any opening remarks that he would like to make. 

Mr. Latham’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank you for 
joining us today, Mr. Stevens. I really want to thank the Chairman 
for scheduling this hearing to examine the challenges and budget 
issues that face the FHA. 

Commissioner Stevens, the Administration should be commended 
for trying to stem the tide of FHA losses through the proposed leg- 
islative changes that were recently transmitted to Congress and 
those changes that have been done administratively over the last 
year. The changes and suggestions are, I think, a common sense 
proposal that are long overdue and sorely needed to ensure the sol- 
vency of FHA. 

But even with these proposals, however, FHA still really has a 
very steep hill to climb with FHA experiencing foreclosures at a 
rate of about 7,500 a month, a 90-day or more delinquency rate of 
over 9 percent and tens of thousands of loans in loss mitigation and 
preforeclosure and an economy staggering along at 9.7 percent un- 
employment. 

I am looking forward to hearing how you think FHA cannot only 
avoid a taxpayer funded bailout, but restore the capital reserve of 

2 percent within the next 5 years. These numbers really paint a 
very grim picture, and given housing’s critical role in both putting 
us into this crisis and hopefully helping us out of it, it is a pivotal 
time for the FHA to remain solvent and to begin to restore its bal- 
ance sheet. 

The new FHA short refinancing program that was announced 
last month seems to be just the type of program to prevent FHA 
from returning to solvency and may expose FHA and the taxpayer 
to additional significant losses. While the program is well inten- 
tioned, I have a serious concern about this initiative and really look 
forward to exploring this issue in this hearing today. With that, 
thank you for joining us, and I would yield back. 

Mr. Olver. Commissioner, your statement will be included in the 
record in its entirety. If you could keep your oral summary to five 
to seven minutes today? We do not seem to have an enormous 
number of people on this side. We should be able to have a decent 
chance at learning something more in the direct questioning. 

Mr. Stevens. Okay. 
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FHA MORTGAGE MODIFICATION PROGRAMS 

Mr. Olver. Your turn. 

Mr. Stevens’ Opening Remarks 

Mr. Stevens. Okay. Well, first of all, Chairman Olver, Ranking 
Member Latham, it is great to be here. Members of the Sub- 
committee. I have a tough talk about FHA, the Administration’s re- 
cent reforms, legislative proposals, contributions to the budget and 
other topics you may wish to discuss today. 

It is definitely clear that we are at a moment where the housing 
market has made significant progress towards stability coming 
from where we have been, this past year’s record low mortgage 
rates. Thanks in large part to the initiatives of this Administration, 
more than four million homeowners have refinanced their mort- 
gages to more affordable levels. It helped save homeowners collec- 
tively more than $7 billion last year. 

More than one million families are saving an average of $500 per 
month through the Administration’s mortgage modification pro- 
grams. These efforts have begun to restore the confidence we need 
to get our economy moving, creating 162,000 jobs last month, the 
best job support in three years. 

FHA has been essential to this improved outlook. In the past 18 
months, more than 1.1 million homeowners refinanced into stable, 
affordable, 30-year, fixed rate mortgages protecting 650,000 fami- 
lies from foreclosure, ensuring 1.4 million new purchase loans. 
More than 80 percent of our purchase loans are for first-time home 
buyers. The increased presence of FHA and the GSEs in the hous- 
ing market has helped support liquidity to the purchase market, 
helping us ride through these difficult times until private capital 
can return to the market. 

We do see challenges. Our strategy to address the housing crisis 
needs to evolve because our challenges are evolving. Last month we 
announced the FHA refinance option in conjunction with revisions 
to the Administration’s HAMP modification program to tackle the 
challenge of underwater borrowers. It is one of the biggest threats 
to our continued housing recovery. 

The FHA refinance option will provide more opportunities for 
lenders to restructure loans for families who owe more than their 
home is worth due to price declines in their communities. This op- 
tion is voluntary for lenders and borrowers, and to qualify for a 
new FHA insured loan under this option a borrower must meet our 
fully documented underwriting requirements, they must be current 
on their mortgage, and the lender must reduce the principal bal- 
ance by at least 10 percent in order for the borrower to qualify. 

We have also included incentives to encourage the private sector 
to write down second liens. This option will give some homeowners 
a path to regain equity in their homes and an affordable monthly 
payment. The vast majority of the burden of writing down these 
loans will fall where it belongs — on lenders and investors, not the 
taxpayer. It is because FHA is in a stronger position today that we 
are able to facilitate these efforts to help assist more struggling 
homeowners. 
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With FHA’s temporarily increased role, however, did come in- 
creased risk and responsibility. In addition to several policy 
changes that we have made since taking office on January 20 of 
this year, we have proposed several reforms to mitigate risk and 
replenish FHA’s capital reserves. Some of these steps require legis- 
lative authority, but it is important to know that the policies we 
made balance three priorities, and these were our guiding prin- 
ciples in all our changes that we made. 

Improving FHA’s loan performance and capital reserves was the 
number one principle. Number two is continuing to support the 
broader housing market and recovery, and preserving FHA’s role is 
number three, and providing home ownership opportunities to re- 
sponsible underserved borrowers. 

FHA’s MORTGAGE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 

So we are asking Congress for authority to restructure FHA’s 
mortgage insurance premiums. We would like to reduce the up 
front premium to 100 basis points and increase the annual pre- 
mium to between 85 and 90 basis points to increase FHA’s capital 
and help return that strength for the mortgage market. We greatly 
appreciate the cooperation in Congress to support these reforms. A 
bipartisan bill to enact these changes which will further strengthen 
FHA’s reserves and overall stability was introduced yesterday in 
the Financial Services Committee. 

FICO SCORES 

Secondly, FHA is proposing a new FICO two step process where 
borrowers with FICO scores less than 580 will be required to put 
a minimum 10 percent down payment, while those above 580 will 
be able to continue to qualify for as high as 96.5 percent financing 
as in the traditional program. 

Some have suggested we raise the down payment to 5 percent 
across the board. We have actually gone further in our program. 
We have taken the worst credit risk in the program in requiring 
a 10 percent down payment, not a 5 percent down payment, with 
the FHA program. I would be glad to talk about this further. 

SELLER CONCESSIONS 

The third policy change we are proposing is to reduce the max- 
imum seller concessions from 6 percent to 3 percent, which is in 
line with industry norms. 

LENDER ENFORCEMENT 

And fourth is to increase lender enforcement. In our fiscal year 
2009 actuarial review, the independent actuarial projected that 
more than 71 percent of our losses over the next five years will 
come from loans already on our existing books. That is why we are 
interested in accountability. 

Since fiscal year 2009, we have taken action on more than six 
times the number of lenders than FHA had done in the past dec- 
ade, and we are seeking congressional authority to extend FHA’s 
ability to hold all lenders to the same standard and permit FHA 
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to recoup losses, to require indemnification for loans that were im- 
properly originated or in which fraud or misrep was involved. 

These policy changes that FHA has proposed in the fiscal year 
2011 budget would provide an additional $4.1 billion additional re- 
ceipts to FHA and will have a much more moderate impact on the 
overall housing market. In addition, this year we are requesting an 
appropriation of $250 million to support our reverse mortgage prod- 
uct, the equity conversion mortgage, otherwise known as HECM. 

We have conducted extensive analysis to identify the maximum 
policy change that we could perform to reduce risk to the taxpayer 
and yet maintain viability of this program. The program is valu- 
able in assisting the critical population. HUD has requested an ap- 
propriation to maintain the viability of this option while we evalu- 
ate the program more broadly for other changes that we can make 
to the HECM program to make it successful for the long term. 

Finally, as you know and as was stated earlier, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office (CBO) released its re-estimate of the 2011 
Budget, which included their view of the FHA changes. The CBO 
re-estimates include a significantly more conservative assessment 
of how new loans made through FHA’s MMI Fund will perform in 
coming years. Both CBO and the Administration forecast, however, 
propose that looking at FHA’s changes in both cases will create net 
receipts to the government and will not require a subsidy. We dif- 
fer, however, on the specific amount. 

While recognizing that such a difference with CBO complicates 
budget resolution development, it is important to note that the $5.8 
billion in receipts forecast in the President’s Budget will determine 
any receipts transferred to FHA’s capital reserves. This will help 
the Fund get back on track to be capitalized with the statutorily 
mandated 2 percent of insurance in force. I would also note that 
we remain confident in our forecasts. 

I have submitted a more detailed testimony, which has been sub- 
mitted to all of you, which covers the comprehensive set of reforms 
that we wish to implement to improve loan performance, hold lend- 
ers accountable, increase revenues to the FHA fund, while making 
sure that we also continue our role in serving the overall recovery 
of the housing market and serve our mission in providing home 
ownership and financial opportunities for responsible borrowers 
and seniors. 

With that, I appreciate the opportunity to be here and would look 
forward to any questions you may have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Written Testimony of David H. Stevens 

Assistant Secretary of Housing - Federal Housing Administration Commissioner 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

“FHA Reforms, Legislative Proposals, and Contributions to the HUD FY 2011 Budget” 


Hearing before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
Thursday, March 11,2010 


Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for 
the opportunity to testify today regarding the Federal Housing Administration’s (FHA’s) recent 
reforms, legislative proposals, and contributions to the HUD FY 201 1 budget request. As 
Congress affirmed with its recent extension of the first-time homebuyer tax credit, ensuring that 
we continue to support the housing market in the short-term and provide access to 
homeownership over the long-term, while minimizing the risk to the American taxpayer is of the 
utmost importance. 


Helpins Prevent an Economic Catastrophe 

As you know, when this Administration took office just over thirteen months ago, the economy 
was hemorrhaging over 700,000 jobs each month, housing prices were in freefall, residential 
investment had dropped over forty percent in just eighteen months, and credit was frozen nearly 
solid. Many respected economic observers warned that a second Great Depression was a real 
possibility, sparked of course by a crisis in the housing market. Meanwhile, communities across 
the country — from central cities to newly built suburbs to small town rural America — struggled 
to cope with neighborhoods devastated by foreclosure, even as their soaring jobless rates and 
eroding tax base crippled their ability to respond. 

As we move beyond the peak of the recent global financial crisis, though there is still a long way 
to go, it is clear that the nation’s housing market has made significant progress toward stability. 
Through the combination of coordinated efforts by Treasury, HUD, and the Federal Reserve to 
stabilize the housing market, we are seeing real signs of optimism. 

As measured by the widely referenced FHFA index, home prices have been rising more or less 
steadily since last April. As recently as January of 2009 house prices had been projected to 
decline by as much as 5 percent in 2009 by leading major macro-economic forecasters. This is 
all the more surprising since most forecasters had underestimated the rise in unemployment that 
has occurred over the past year. 

Homeowner equity started to grow again - increasing by over $900 billion by the end of 
September, or $12,000 on average for the nation's nearly 78 million homeowners, and helping 
our economy grow at the fastest rate in six years in the fourth quarter of last year. 
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And mortgage rates which have been at or near historic lows over the past eleven months have 
spurred a refinancing boom that has helped nearly 4 million borrowers to save an average of 
$1 ,500 per year on housing costs - pumping an additional $7 billion annually into local 
economies and businesses, generating additional revenues for our nation’s cities, suburbs, and 
rural communities. 

FHA: Facilitatine Recovery 

While there remains uncertainty about whether this progress will continue at this pace going 
forward, particularly as we are currently in the typically-slow winter months, what is not in 
doubt is that the FHA has been central to much of this improvement. 

Created by President Franklin Roosevelt at a time when two million construction workers were 
out of work and housing prices had collapsed, the FHA was designed to provide affordable 
homeownership options to underserved American families and keep our mortgage markets afloat 
during tough times. 

And by insuring almost 30 percent of purchases and 20 percent of refinances in the housing 
market, FHA is certainly doing so today. 

We know the critical role first-time homebuyers are playing in the market, including purchasing 
REO and vacant properties, helping stabilize home prices and communities alike. More than 
three-quarters of FHA’s purchase-loan borrowers in 2009 were first-time homebuyers, and 
nearly half of all first-time buyers in the housing market in the second quarter of last year used 
FHA loans. 

FHA provides mortgage insurance to help lenders reduce their exposure to risk of default. This 
assistance allows lenders to make capital available to many borrowers who would otherwise 
have no access to the safe, affordable financing needed to purchase a home. 

As access to private capital has contracted in these difficult economic times, borrowers and 
lenders have flocked to FHA and the ready access it provides to the secondary market through 
securitization by Ginnie Mae. The increased presence of FHA and others in the housing market, 
including Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, has helped support liquidity in the purchase market, 
helping us ride through these difficult times until private capital returns to its natural levels. 

And with 51 percent of African Americans homebuyers and 45 percent of Hispanic families who 
purchased homes in 2008' using FHA financing. FHA is far and away the leader in helping 
minorities purchase homes. 

FHA has stepped up to fulfill its countercyclical role - to temporarily provide necessary liquidity 
while also working to bring private capital back to credit markets. Indeed, the FHA has in the 
past year alone helped more than 800,000 homeowners refinance into stable, affordable fixed- 
rate mortgages. 


' Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) 2008 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data. 
Published on December 23, 2009, this is the most recent data available. 
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At the same time FHA has taken steps to reverse falling home prices, it has also worked to help 
families keep their homes, deploying its loss mitigation tools to assist a half million families at 
risk of foreclosure. 

Not only is FHA ensuring the availability of financing for responsible first time home 
purchasers, it is also helping elderly homeowners borrow money against the equity of their 
homes through the Home Equity Conversion Mortgage (HECM). This program has grown 
steadily in recent years, to a volume of $30.2 billion in FY 2009. 

And finally, FHA is playing an important role in protecting homeowners and helping prospective 
homeowners make informed decisions. It is providing counseling to homeowners to help them 
avoid falling into unsustainable loans. And it is fighting mortgage fraud vigorously on all fronts, 
having taken enforcement actions on more than six times as many lenders since FY 2009 than 
those over the FY 2000-2008 period combined. 

The central role of housing in the U.S. economy demands that federal agencies involved in 
housing policymaking rethink and restructure programs and policies to support housing as a 
stable component of the economy, and not as a vehicle for over-exuberant and risky investing. 

With that in mind, the President's Budget for 201 1 represents a careful, calibrated balancing of 
FHA’s three key responsibilities: 1) providing bomeownership opportunities to responsible 
borrowers, 2) supporting the housing market during difficult economic times and 3) ensuring the 
health of the FHA Mutual Mortgage Insurance (MMI) fund. 

With this Budget, HUD is projecting that FHA will continue to play a prominent role in the 
mortgage market in fiscal year 2011. Accordingly, it requests a combined mortgage insurance 
commitment limitation of $420 billion in fiscal year 201 1 for new FHA loan commitments for 
the Mutual Mortgage Insurance (MMI) and General and Special Risk Insurance (GI/SRl) funds. 
The proposed total includes $400 billion under the MMI Fund, which supports insurance of 
single family forward home mortgages and reverse mortgages under HECM; and $20 billion 
under the GI/SRI Fund, which supports multifamily rental and an assortment of special purpose 
insurance programs for hospitals, nursing homes, and Title I lending. The budget requests a 
direct loan limitation of $50 million for the MM! fund and $20 million for the GI/SRI fund to 
facilitate the sale of HUD-owned properties acquired through insurance claims to or for use by 
low- and moderate-income families. 

The Budget also includes $88 million for the Housing Counseling Assistance program, which is 
the only dedicated source of Federal funding for the full spectrum of housing counseling 
services. With these funds we also plan to continue our work to expand the number of languages 
in which counseling is available. In addition, the budget continues FHA’s Mortgage Fraud 
initiative ($20 million) launched in fiscal year 2010 as well as implementation of sweeping 
reforms to the Real Estate Settlement and Procedures Act (RESPA) which began in January 2010 
and the Secure and Fair Enforcement (SAFE) for Mortgage Licensing Act beginning in June 
2010. 
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RebuUdine FHA ’s Capital Reserves 

As important as FHA is at this moment to our nation’s economy, FHA has not been immune to 
the hard times for the housing sector. Late last year, we reported to Congress that FHA’s 
secondary reserves had fallen below the required two percent level - to 0.53 percent of the total 
insurance-in-force. However, when combined with reserves held in the Financing Account, FHA 
reported with its FY 2009 actuarial review that it holds more than 4.5 percent of total insurance- 
in-force in reserves - $31 billion set aside specifically to cover losses over the next 30 years. 

As such, the independent actuary concluded that FHA’s reserves will remain positive under all 
but the most catastrophic economic scenarios. 

Further, while its Capital Reserve Account has decreased too quickly, FHA is not “the next 
subprime” as some have suggested. 

Subprime delinquencies are 240 percent higher than FHA’s for a reason - subprime loans had 
much weaker underwriting standards than FHA. While others participated in investor-owned 
markets or were exposed to exotic mortgages such as option-ARMs and interest-only loans, and 
while some tolerated lax underwriting standards, FHA stuck to the basics during the housing 
boom: 30-year, fixed rate traditional loan products with standard underwriting requirements. 
Unlike subprime lenders, FHA requires that borrowers demonstrate they can pay their mortgage 
by verifying their income and employment. 

All of that said, Mr. Chairman, we’ve learned from recent history that the market is fragile, and 
we have to plan for the unexpected. That uncertainty is complicated by an organization we 
inherited that, to be honest, was simply not properly managing or monitoring its risk. 

Credit and risk controls were antiquated. Enforcement was weak. And our personnel resources 
and IT systems were inadequate. 

Little of this may have been obvious when FHA’s market share was 3 percent as recently as 
2006. But when our mortgage markets collapsed, and homcbuyers increasingly turned to the 
FHA for help, the potential consequences of these lapses in risk management became very clear. 

Reforms to Date 

From my first day as FHA Commissioner, 1 began a thorough review of our loan practices and 
organizational capacity and gaps. We have already taken several steps within our existing 
authority to shore up the FHA and continue to improve our operations to ensure that taxpayers 
are not put at risk. 

In addition to steeply increasing lender enforcement, we’ve strengthened credit and risk controls 
- toughening requirements on our Streamlined Refinance program, made several improvements 
to the appraisal process, and proposed a rule to increase net worth requirements for all FHA 
lenders. During the comment period on this rule, we received over 200 public comments which 
provided valuable information from industry members about certain aspects of the rule and we 
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have tried to address those concerns to the extent feasible in the final rule. The final rule is 
currently undergoing review before publication in the Federal Register. 

Long overdue, FHA hired its first Chief Risk Officer, Robert Ryan, to provide the most 
comprehensive and thorough risk assessment in the organization’s history - and ensure that the 
assumptions going into our modeling reflect the most current economic conditions. 

In addition, with Congress' help, we are working to increase staffing and technical capacity and 
upgrade our technology systems - and though we still have a long way to go, we delivered 
FHA’s first comprehensive technology transformation plan to Congress in September, We have 
continued to make progress on both fronts. We are weeks away from taking a major step to 
upgrade our risk and fraud tools and we recently delivered a FHA Staffing Report to Congress, 
which outlines our significant progress towards hiring the 118 FTEs that we thank Congress for 
appropriating to FHA in FY 2010, along with details on an aggressive training and human capital 
development plan that includes managerial and technical skill building training as well as on-the- 
job mentoring. 

Lender Enforcement 

Under the Obama Administration, FHA has significantly increased its lender enforcement 
activities to protect the MMI Fund, consumers, and address a number of bad actors that were 
previously not held accountable. 

Since July I, 2009, the Mortgagee Review Board (MRB) has investigated 365 cases, resulting in 
withdrawal of approval for 354 lenders and suspension of an additional 6 lenders. The number 
of cases that have been investigated by the MRB since July 2009 are greater than those 
investigated in the years 2002-2008 combined". We take our responsibility to oversee lenders 
with the utmost seriousness. I would also like to emphasize that FHA’s intent is to protect the 
Fund through a commitment to lender enforcement, but FHA in no way intends to punish 
responsible lenders. We are working closely with lenders to identify best practices and share 
them among the lending community, proactively identify problem situations and identify means 
to improve performance, to the benefit of lenders, consumers, and the FHA. 

January Policy Announcements and Leeistative Requests 

On January 20th of this year, I proposed taking the following steps to mitigate risk and augment 
the MMI Fund's capital reserves: increase the mortgage insurance premium (MIP); impose a 
firm floor on allowable credit scores, and further tighten the minimum credit score required for 
borrowers with low down payments; reduce the maximum permissible seller concession to match 
the industry norm; and implement a series of significant measures aimed at increasing lender 
responsibility and enforcement. Thank you for the opportunity to explain these policies in more 
detail. 

I would like to be clear that many of these reforms were long overdue as FHA did not respond 
effectively to changes in the marketplace that happened during the housing boom and the 


“ See Appendix for Historical Data on Mortgagee Review Board Actions 
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subsequent decline - inaction was and is not an option. In addition to the Congressional mandate 
to take action to bring FHA’s capital reserves back up above 2%, FHA also has a responsibility 
to protect consumers from irresponsible lending practices, protect the taxpayer from excessive 
claims on the MMl fund, and facilitate the return of private capital to the mortgage market. We 
take these responsibilities seriously, as evidenced by the series of policies that we have already 
enacted and those that we request Congressional authority to enact. 

FHA conducted an exhaustive review of loan performance in its portfolio and a thorough policy 
development process to ensure that these policy changes balance three guiding principles: I) 
improve FHA loan performance and capital reserves, 2) continue to support the broader housing 
market and recovery, and 3) preserve FHA’s role in providing homeownership opportunities to 
responsible underserved borrowers. Each one of our policy changes fulfills these three priorities. 
Additionally, FHA evaluated several dozen other policy options which ultimately were not 
chosen as they did not strike the appropriate balance. With these factors, in mind, FHA has 
proposed a series of balanced policy proposals that fulfill our responsibility to the American 
taxpayer and recognizes the important role that FHA is currently playing in the recovery of the 
housing market. 

Restructuring FHA Mortgage Insurance Premiums 

First, insurance revenues from single family loan guarantees will grow by increasing the upfront 
premium to 225 basis points across all FHA forward product types (purchase, conventional to 
FHA refinances, and FHA to FHA refinances). The upfront premium increase was implemented 
by mortgagee letter issued on January 21, 2010 and will apply to all applications received on or 
after April 5, 2010. I would like to thank Congress for providing FHA with the flexibility to 
increase the upfront premium to a maximum of 300 basis points through passage of the Housing 
and Economic Recovery Act (HERA) in 2008. While we have not chosen to increase the upfront 
premium to the maximum, this flexibility has enabled FHA to take immediate action to begin 
rebuilding our capital reserves. Similarly, we request flexibility in our legislative proposal to 
increase the annual premium to 1 50 basis points although we have not proposed to increase the 
annual premium to that level in our FY 201 1 budget proposal. 

As noted in the proposed budget, while HUD is moving to increase the upfront premium to 225 
basis points we are ultimately planning to reduce that premium to 1 00 basis points, offset by a 
proposed increase in the annual premium to 85 basis points for loans with loan-to-value ratios 
(LTV) up to and including 95% and to 90 basis points for LTVs above 95%. 

This change to the annual premium will require legislative authority, and we are looking forward 
to working with the authorizing committees as part of that effort. I would note that this bill is in 
circulation, and we have provided the Subcommittee with a copy. Given the importance of these 
issues to FHA's ability to facilitate our recovery while protecting the taxpayer, we hope that 
appropriators and authorizers will move to pass it as expeditiously as possible. 

We believe this new premium structure is sound policy - more in line with GSE and private 
mortgage insurers’ pricing, and is intended to facilitate the return of private capital to the 
mortgage market.^ Indeed, if these changes are adopted during the current fiscal year, the 


’ See Appendix for detailed information about the effect of proposed premium rate changes on home buyers. 
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estimated value to the MMI fund would be approximately $300 million per month, which would 
replenish FHA’s capital reserves even faster than if this authority was provided through the 
annual appropriations process. 

This restructuring of FHA’s mortgage insurance premiums will accomplish two very important 
goals; 1) increase the homeowner’s equity in each mortgage transaction and reduce the risk to 
the FHA fund, and 2) facilitate the return of private capital to the mortgage market. 

Increasing Equity in FHA Loans 

As stated earlier, if granted legislative authority to increase the annual mortgage insurance 
premium, FHA proposes to reduce the upfront mortgage insurance premium from 225 basis 
points to 100 basis points. Borrowers typically finance the upfront mortgage insurance premium 
in their loan balance, increasing the effective loan-to-value and reducing the amount of equity in 
their home. The reduction of the upfront premium will lower the loan balance as well as add an 
additional 125 basis points of equity to each loan purchase. 

Facilitating the Return of Private Capital to the Mortgage Market 

As noted, the elevated role FHA is currently playing in the market is temporary. In addition to 
being more equitable for borrowers and generating more receipts for FHA, this change to the 
FHA premium structure brings FHA’s pricing more in-line with the private mortgage insurance 
industry and enables more robust private competition. In fact, in response to FHA’s announced 
policy changes, MGIC, the largest U.S. private mortgage insurer, announced on February 23rd 
that it would be adopting a new pricing scale to better compete with FHA.'' 

Updating Credit Score /Downpayment Guidelines 

FHA is also proposing a “two-step” FICO floor for FHA purchase borrowers, which would 
reduce both the claim rate on new insurance as well as the loss rate experienced on those claims. 
Purcha.se borrowers with FICO scores of 580 and above would be required to make a minimum 
3.5% down payment; and those with FICO scores between 500-579 would be required to make a 
minimum down payment of 10%. Applicants below 500 would be ineligible for insurance. FHA 
plans to publish the two-step FICO proposal in the Federal Register soon, with implementation 
planned later this fiscal year. 

Careful analysis of the existing FHA loan portfolio shows a clear performance difference 
between loans that were made below the proposed FICO/LTV guidelines. Loans below the 
guidelines are currently more than four times as likely to be seriously delinquent than loans 
above the guidelines. Loans below the guidelines demonstrate a seriously delinquent rate of 
31.1%, while loans above the guidelines currently demonstrate a seriously delinquent rate of 
7.6%. Of the total FHA loan portfolio, approximately 6% of loans fall under the proposed 
guidelines; however, due to improved quality of recent FHA loans, only 1 .5% of loans endorsed 
in FY2009 would be excluded under the proposed guidelines. 


‘ "MGIC Lowers Rates 10 Compete With U.S.-Backed Mortgage Insurers. "Bloomberg, February 23, 2010. 
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Loan Performance Based on Proposed Updated Credit Score / Dowiipayinent CJuideMnes 
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2.0% 

0.7% 

1 Total 

100.0% 
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2.4% 

5,9% 

2.4% 

0.8% 


Source: US Department of HUD/FHA; Februarj’ 2010. 


if implemented, in combination with the proposed mortgage insurance premium structure, the 
updated FICO/LTV guidelines are projected to result in the $5.8 billion in offsetting FH A 
receipts as reflected in the President’s Budget. 

Minimmn Downpayment for FHA Loan.s 

Some have suggested that FHA raise the minimum required downpavnient to 5% across the 
board and also remove the option of financing the upfront insurance premium into the loan 
balance for all transactions as a means to increase homeowner equity. We share the goal of 
increasing equity in home purchase transactions, but determined after extensive evaluation that 
such a proposal vvoiiki adversely impact the housing market recovery. 


To determine the impact of requiring a minimum 5% downpayment for all transactions, FH A 
evaluated the loan files of a large .sample of past endorsements to identify the number of 
borrowers who htid sufficient a.ssets at time of loan application to contribute the additional 1 .5% 
of equity at closing. As illustrated in the table below, such a policy change would reduce the 
volume of loans endorsed by FHA by more than 40%, while only contributing $500 million in 
additional budget receipts. This translates to more than 300,000 fewer first-time homebuyers 
and w'Diitd have significant negative impacts on the broader housing market - potentially 
forestalling the recovery of the housing market and potentially leading to a double-dip in housing 
prices by significantly curtailing demand. In contrast, the combination of policy change.s 
proposed by FHA in the FY 201 1 budget would contribute an additional $4.1 billion in 
additional receipts to FH A while having a much more moderate impact on the broader housing 
market 


Impact of FY 2011 Policy Options on FHA Receipts and Loan Volume 




Baseline without policy changes 

$1.7 

$246 

Minimum 5% downpayment for 
all transactions 

$2.2 

$139 





Source: US Department of HUD.'FHA; Februarj' 20J0. 
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Furthermore, downpayinent alone is not the only factor that influences loan performance. The 
combination of downpayment and FICO score is a much better predictor of loan performance 
than just one of those components alone. For instance, loans with a loan-to-valiie (LTV) above 
95% .and a FICO score above 580 perform better than loans with LTV below 95% arid a FICO 

score below 580, while loans with a LTV above 95% and a FICO score below 5S0 perform 
significantiy worse than all other groups, as illustrated below. 


FH A Single Family Insured Loan Claim Rates 
Relative Experience by Loan-to- Value and Credit Score Vaiiies** 


Ratios of each Combination’s Claim Rate 
to that of the Lowest Risk Cell* 


Loan-to- 
Value Ratio 
Ranges 

Credit Score Ranges*’ 

500- 

579 

580- 

619 

620- 

679 

680-850 

Up to 90% 

2.6 

2.5 

1,9 

1.0 

90.1 -95% 


4.7 

3.8 

1.7 

Atxwe 95% 



3.5 

1.5 


Source: US Department of HUD/THA; .March 2010. 


It is for these reasons, rooted in a thorough review of actual FHA loan performance data, that 
FHA has decided to reduce the upfront mortgage insurance premium, which is financed into the 
loan balance in the vast majority of transactions, and increase the annual mortgage insurance 
premium, which is paid over time and not financed into the loan balance, which is more aligned 
with the premium structure of private mortgage insurance companies. 

In particular, we have proposed to permit ioms to borrowers with FICO scores above 580 with a 
minimum 3.5% downpayment and loans to borrowers with FICO scores between 500 to 579 with 
a minimum 10% downpayment. It is also worth noting that these downpayment guidelines are 
mimmiims and many borrowers do in tact have significantly lower LTVs - in the fourth quarter 
of FY 2009, more than 2 1 % of endorsed loans had a LTV lower than 90%. 

Reducing Seller Concessions 

We are also proposing a third policy measure to reduce the maximum permissible seller 
concession from its current 6 percent level to 3 percent, which is in line with industry nonns. The 
current level exposes the FHA to excess risk by creating incentives to inflate appraised value. As 
.seen in the table below. FHA’s experience shows that loans with high levels of seller concessions 
are significantly more likely to go to claim. Experience to-date on loans insured from FY 2003 to 


’ Ba.sed on experience of the FY 200.S - FY' 2008 insurance cohorts, as of February 28. 3010. These ratios represent 
averages of the celFicvel ratios in each cohort. 

’ Clmn rate.s in the first row and last column are the low-risk eel! and are represented by a ratio value of 1 .00. 
Values in ail other cells of this table arc ratios of the cell-level claim rate to the claim rate of the low-risk group. 

Loan-level scores represent the decision FICO scores used for loan underwTsting. This 
analysis includes all fuily-underwritten loans, purchase and refinance, but excludes 

streamline refinance loans. 
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FY 2008 suggests that claim rates on high-concession loans are 50 percent higher or more than 
those on low-concession loans. 


FHA Single-Family Insurance 

To-Date Claim Rate Comparison 

Low (0-3%) vs. High (3.1-6%) Seller Concessions^ 

As of December 3 1 , 2009 

Endorsement 

Low 

High 

Ratio 

Fiscal Year 

Concessions 

Concessions 

High/low 

2003 

6.5% 

10.7% 

1.65 

2004 

6.6 

11.6 

1.76 

2005 

7,2 

1 1.2 

1.54 

2006 

6.5 

9.5 

1.46 

2007 

4.6 

6.3 

1.36 

2008 

1.0 

1.5 

1.60 


Source; US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Federal Housing Administration; January 2010. 


Increasing Lender Enforcement 

In its FY 2009 Actuarial Review, the independent actuary projected that more than 71 percent of 
FHA’s losses over the next 5 years will come from loans already on our existing books, rather 
than from newly insured loans. That’s why an important step we can take to minimize losses to 
capital reserves in the near term is to step up enforcement and make lenders more accountable. 

As mentioned earlier, we have renewed our focus on enforcement and lender accountability. 

Additionally, HUD is seeking Congressional authority to extend FHA’s ability to hold all lenders 
to the same standard and permit FHA to recoup losses through required indemnification for loans 
that were improperly originated and the error may have impacted the original loan decision, or in 
which fraud or misrepresentation were involved. FHA currently has this authority for loans 
originated through the Lender Insured (LI) process, which accounts for 70 percent of FHA loan 
volume, but only 29 percent of FHA-approved lenders. FHA is asking that Congress grant 
explicit authority to require indemnification for loans that were improperly originated for the 
remaining 71 percent of FHA-approved lenders. FHA is simply requesting that Congress permit 
FHA to hold all lenders to the same standard; FHA is not asking for expansion of authorities 
beyond those already granted to FHA to oversee lenders participating in the LI program. 

As you can see, we have proposed a comprehensive set of reforms to improve loan performance, 
hold lenders accountable, and increase revenues to the FHA fund, while also ensuring that FHA 
continues to support the overall recovery of the housing market and continue to serve its mission 
of providing homeownership opportunities for responsible borrowers. We look forward to 
working with Congress closely on all these issues and hope to gain your support for our 
legislative requests to further reduce risks to the American taxpayer. 


® As a percentage of the home price. This analysis is only for home purchase loans. 
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CBO Scorine 

Last Friday, the Congressional Budget Office released its re-estimate of the President's 201 1 
Budget. Although the CBO re-estimate includes a significantly more conservative assessment of 
how new loans made through FHA's MMl Fund will perform in coming years, both CBO and the 
Administration forecast that such credit activity will result in net receipts to the Government. We 
differ, however, on the amount. While the President's Budget forecast $5.8 billion in net receipts 
resulting primarily from insurance premia and other fees assessed on FHA loans, CBO re- 
estimated those net savings at $1.9 billion. Accordingly, CBO's scoring suggests our policies will 
cost $3.9 billion more than we estimated in our submission to you. 

While recognizing that such a difference with CBO complicates budget resolution development, 
we remain confident that the $5,8 billion in receipts forecast in the President's Budget will be 
realized and transferred to FHA's Capital Reserve Account. This will help that fund get back on 
track to be capitalized with the statutorily mandated two percent of insurance in force. 

Home Equity Conversion Morteaee (HECM) 

This year, we are requesting an appropriation of $250 million to support FHA's reverse mortgage 
product - the Home Equity Conversion Mortgage, or HECM, program. The HECM program 
provides seniors with a means to access their home equity to make ends meet. A survey 
conducted by AARP in 2006 showed that the product provided seniors with much- 
needed financial relief and was primarily used to pay for long term health care, enable home 
repairs, and provide piece of mind that housing expenses could be met.^ Another study, 
conducted by the National Council on Aging in 2005 showed how the program can help seniors 
access in-home health care services, an arrangement that allows households to "age in 
place" rather than undergoing disruptive transitions into nursing homes or other types of public 
facilities to receive health-related assistance. Keeping seniors in their homes and communities, 
close to familiar support networks, puts less pressure on our nation’s overextended nursing home 
infrastructure and the public resources that support it. 

We have performed considerable analysis to perform the maximum policy changes that we could 
perform to reduce risk to the taxpayer and maintain the viability of the program, which is why 
we have proposed for FY201 1 an increase in the annual mortgage insurance premium from 
0.50% to 1 .25% and a further reduction in the principal limit factors (PLFs) of approximately 
one to five percent depending on the age of the borrower, on top of the 10% reduction in PLFs 
that was implemented at the beginning of FY20 1 0. 

Without the budget request, we would be forced to reduce the PLFs by an additional 21% in 
FY201 1 , This would significantly reduce the amount of funds that would be available to seniors 
(more than 30%), which is on average a $23,000 to $27,000 impact. 


^ “Reverse Mortgages: Niche Product or Mainstream Solution? Report on the 2006 A.ARP National Survey of 
Reverse Mortgage Shoppers," AARP Public Policy Institute Paper #2007-22. and “Lire Your Home to Stay at 
Home^ " National Coalition on the Aging, 2005. http:/ywtvw.ncoa.orrt'news-ncoa- 
publicalions/pubiications/rever.semQrt£aeereDoripiiblication.s.ndf 
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Any additional steep cut to the PLFs will result in serious decline in program level as HECMs 
would no longer be viable to many seniors who need to access their home equity while staying in 
their homes. It is important to note that the need for this type of program is greater now than it’s 
ever been, due to increasing medical costs, declining employment/incomes, and less "savings" in 
various types of pension funds/retirement accounts. 

Forecasts suggest that future house prices will grow more slowly than in the past, and the HECM 
program costs are very sensitive to future house prices. As such, we have also assembled a 
working group with the Department to see what other kinds of broader program changes could 
be made going forward to make the program more viable even under stressful economic times. 

Given the value of this program in assisting this critical population, HUD has requested an 
appropriation to maintain the viability of this option for seniors while we evaluate the range of 
broader program changes that may be necessary to ensure the success of the HECM program into 
the future. 

BHJD’s Central Role in Preventing Foreclosures and Stabilizing Neighborhoods 

In addition to efforts to improve the execution of MHA, HUD is utilizing long-existing 
mechanisms as well as additional authority provided in recently enacted legislation to aid 
distressed homeowners and to address community blight resulting from foreclosed and 
abandoned properties. 

Established FHA Loss Mitigation Efforts.^ Homeowners of FHA-insured loans have long 
been eligible for a variety of loss mitigation programs to help protect them from foreclosure. In 
2009, more than 450,000 families were assisted through a variety of methods, including 
forbearance, partial claim, loan modification, pre-foreclosure sale, and deed-in-lieu of 
foreclosure. In the first quarter of FY 2010, FHA assisted more than 1 22,000 through these 
programs. Servicers of FHA-insured loans are required to notify delinquent homeowners about 
the option(s) that are available to help them make their monthly payments and to implement loss 
mitigation efforts before they take the final step of initiating foreclosure proceedings. 

FHA-Home Affordable Modification Program (FHA-HAMP). When initially introduced to 
the public, the Making Home Affordable program excluded FHA-insured mortgages and stated 
that FHA would develop its own stand alone program. On July 30, HUD announced final rules 
implementing the FHA’s program — the FHA Home-Affordable Modification Program (FHA- 
HAMP) — which is an important complement to MHA and provides homeowners in default (or 
at-risk of imminent default) with greater opportunity to reduce their mortgage payments to a 
sustainable level. All servicers were expected to begin offering FHA-HAMP by August 15. 

This new loss mitigation program was authorized under the “Helping Families Save Their 
Homes Act of 2009,” signed into law on May 20, and allows FHA to give qualified FHA-insured 
borrowers the opportunity to obtain assistance under terms roughly comparable to borrowers in 
other segments of the market, w'ithout increasing costs to the taxpayer. This program allows 
HUD to permanently reduce a family’s monthly mortgage payment to an affordable level by 
offering a partial claim of up to 30% of the unpaid principal balance. This defers the repayment 


’ See appendix for description of FHA*s loss mitigation programs. 
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of the mortgage principal reduction through an interest-free subordinate mortgage that is not due 
until the first mortgage is paid off. 

At the initiation of FHA HAMP in August of 2009, it was projected to provide assistance to over 

45.000 households over the next three years. As of January 31, 2010, lenders have sent over 

15.000 trial plans and over 10,000 borrowers have made at least 1 payment on their trial plan. 
FHA-HAMP loan volume is currently above projections for the three year milestone and all but 
one major lender has borrowers under a trial program. 

Pay for success payments were included for borrowers and servicers that utilized the 
conventional HAMP. However, at the time of its announcement, FHA-HAMP did not include 
Pay for Success payments for servicers or mortgagors that made on time payments as it required 
regulatory action to be eligible for FHA-insured mortgages. We have worked diligently to 
complete this process and FHA will issue a mortgagee letter in the coming days that will enable 
FHA-HAMP borrowers and servicers to be eligible for Pay for Success payments. 

Consequently, it is expected that demand for FHA-HAMP will increase. 

Assistance for Borrowers Facing Imminent Default. On January 22, 2010, FHA announced 
that it was exercising authority granted to it by Congress through the Helping Families Save 
Their Home Act oj 2009 to use its loss mitigation tools to assist FHA borrowers avoid 
foreclosure to include those facing "imminent default" as defined by the Secretary. Homeowners 
with FHA-insured mortgage loans who are experiencing financial hardship are now eligible for 
loss mitigation assistance before they fall behind on their mortgage payments. Previously, these 
homeowners were not eligible for such assistance until after they had missed payments. Now 
servicers will have additional options for those borrowers who seek help before they go 
delinquent, which increases the likelihood that the borrower will be able to retain their home. 

The borrower must be able to document the cause of the imminent default which may include, 
but is not limited to, one or more of the following types of hardship; 

• A reduction in or loss of income that was supporting the mortgage loan, e.g., 
unemployment, reduced job hours, reduced pay, or a decline in self-employed business 
earnings. A scheduled temporary shutdown of the employer, (such as for a scheduled 
vacation), would not in and by itself be adequate to support an imminent default. 

• A change in household financial circumstances, e.g., death in family, serious or chronic 
illness, permanent or short-term disability 

Improving Servicer Outreach and Performance in Preventing Foreclosures. FHA is 

working closely with lenders and servicers to improve their outreach and performance in 
assisting borrowers to avoid foreclosure, in February 2010, FHA’s Office of Single Family 
Asset Management and the FHA National Servicing Center began conducting lender visits to 
identify best practices that could be shared with the broader servicing community to improve 
foreclosure mitigation across the industry. The visits were conducted with five overall 
objectives: (1) better understand in specific detail the process variations that exist at each lender 
for providing a delinquent FHA borrower with options to avoid foreclosure; (2) discuss specific 
borrower trends the lenders are experiencing; (3) identify borrower circumstances that prevent 
them from being qualified for various foreclosure prevention options; (4) receive suggestions 
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from the lender that might improve the process for FHA loss mitigation; and, (5) understand the 
differences in default/foreclosure statistics as compared to national averages. Several findings 
have already been identified and FHA has begun to share them with servicers, while continuing 
to meet with additional lenders to identify additional best practices that will enable 
underperforming servicers to improve their success with preventing foreclosures. It is worth 
noting that these best practices are not limited to the FHA population, and HUD’s efforts in this 
area will benefit all homeowners, not only those with a FHA-insured mortgage, by collaborating 
with the servicer community to improve their foreclosure prevention activities across the entire 
industry. 

Counseling. HUD is utilizing its vast network of counselors and other nonprofits to provide 
critical assistance to the record number of homeowners at-risk of foreclosure. It is estimated 
that more than half of all foreclosures occur without servicers and boaowers ever engaging in a 
discussion about potential options to prevent foreclosure. That is why we have directed FIUD- 
approved counselors to educate homeowners about their various options, promote the MHA 
program in local communities, and assist distressed homeowners with navigating the system so 
they can reach servicers and obtain assistance to avoid foreclosure. 

HUD-approved counselors are located across the nation and provide distressed homeowners with 
a wealth of information. The counselors provide assistance over the phone and in person to 
individuals seeking help with understanding the Making Home Affordable program, explain 
options available to FHA-insured homeowners, and often work with borrowers eligible for the 
Administration’s refinance or modification program to compile an intake package for servicers. 
These services are provided free of charge by nonprofit housing counseling agencies working in 
partnership with the federal government and funded in part by HUD and NeighborWorks® 
America. In addition, HUD, working with Treasury and the Homeownership Preservation 
Foundation, encourages distressed borrowers to contact the Homeowner’s HOPE Hotline at 866- 
995-HOPE to receive counseling and advice on avoiding foreclosures. The 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week hotline utilizes many HUD-approved counselors who can also help the 
homeowner reach and resolve issues with servicers. 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP). HUD recognizes that concentrated foreclosures 
can wreak havoc on once-stable communities and is working to insure that the nearly $6 billion 
appropriated by Congress for NSP plays the intended role of helping to stabilize housing markets 
and combat blight through the purchase and redevelopment of foreclosed and abandoned homes 
and residential properties. NSP is starting to generate real results and is emerging as a vital 
resource in facilitating the transformation of foreclosed homes into affordable housing and other 
useful properties. HUD continues to monitor program activities, identify strategies that produce 
real results, and work to make program modifications that will help ensure that this funding is 
deployed quickly, wisely, and effectively. Additionally, FHA and HUD's Office of Community 
Planning and Development have created a working group to assist NSP grantees to better 
coordinate the use of NSP funds for the purchase of FHA REO properties. 
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Facilitatim our Recovery, But Protectine the Taxpayer 

Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Latham, shoring up the FHA won’t solve all our housing 
challenges - one reason the Administration is working to produce a more balanced, 
comprehensive national housing policy that supports homcownership and rental housing alike, 
providing people with the options they need to make good choices for their families. 

Further, as important as the FHA is at this moment, I want to emphasize that the elevated role it 
is playing is temporary - a bridge to economic recovery helping to ensure that mortgage 
financing remains available until private capital returns. 

That means that while we must remain mindful that qualified, responsible families need the 
continued ability to purchase a home, the changes and legislative requests that we have 
announced are crafted to ensure FHA steps back to facilitate the return of the private sector as 
soon as possible. Until the private sector can step back up, they need the FHA - and so does our 
housing market. 

So, Mr. Chairman, while FHA must remain a key source of safe mortgage financing at a critical 
moment in our country’s history, we recognize the risks that we face and the challenges of this 
temporary role that we play in today’s market. And the bottom line is this: the loans FHA 
insures must be safe and self-sustaining for the taxpayer over the long-term. With these reforms 
the Administration is committed to ensuring that they are today - and into the future. Thank 
you. 
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Fact Based Cases - are those referrals to the board as a result of a review of the lenders 
origination, underwriting and/or operations; primarily the result of the Single Family Quality 
Assurance Division’s lender monitoring reviews, but the board also receives referrals from the 
OIG, Multi-Family, etc. 

Recertification Cases - are referrals to the MRB from the Office of Lender Activities Lender 
Recertification branch and are the result of a lender’s failure to follow our annual renewal 
process. The addition of this new category in FY2008 was primarily due to the new 
requirements issued from the decision by HUD’s Administrative Law Judge in FY 2008 that all 
lenders that do not comply with FHA’s annual renewal requirements must go before the Board 
for administrative action. 

Withdrawal of Approval - terminates the FHA-approvai of a lender, e.g. lenders lo.se their 
FHA Approval Status and have no authority to originate and/or underwrite FUA loans. 

Suspension - temporarily suspends an FHA-approved lenders ability to originate and/or 
underwrite FHA loans. It does not tenninate their FHA Approval, just the ability to use it. 
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FilA Single Family Insurance Effect of Proposed PreiHliim Rate Changes on 
Home Buyers Who Make the Minimum Cash Investment 
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Source: US Department of HIJD/FHA; February 2010. Average values are for FHA-insured home-purchase 
borrowers, October-December 2010. 


■' This assumes that property taxes and hazard msurance payments (Tl) amount to 2.55% of the property value. This 
figure is backed into from The dilTerence between the average mortgage payment ratio of FUA-insured borrovvers 
and the payment without the Ti portion. PlTl refers to principal, interest, taxes, and insurance. 
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Description of HUD’s Loss Mitigation Program Tools 
Formal Forbearance 

A short term repayment plan to postpone, reduce, or suspend payment due on a loan for a limited 
and specific time period. A formal forbearance is normally entered into when a borrower is in 
imminent default or early delinquency and can be as simple as a promise-to-pay. 

Special Forbearance 

A long term repayment plan that may provide for periods of reduced or suspended payments 
when there is reasonable likelihood the borrower can resume normal or increased payments. 

Mortgage Modification 

Provides a permanent change in the monthly mortgage payment by capitalizing the accumulated 
arrears and establishing a new mortgage term of up to 30 years. 

Partial Claim 

A promissory note and subordinate mortgage to cover the advance for delinquent mortgage 
payments is issued in the name of the Secretary of HUD. 

Mortgagee advances funds on behalf of the Mortgagor in the amount of the Partial Claim 
advance to reinstate the delinquent loan. 

FHA-HAMP 

FHA-HAMP allows qualified FHA-insured borrowers to reduce their monthly mortgage 
payment to an affordable level by permanently reducing the payment through the use of a partial 
claim combined with a loan modification. The partial claim defers the repayment of a portion of 
the mortgage principal through an interest-free subordinate mortgage that is not due until the first 
mortgage is paid off. The remaining balance is then modified through re-amortization and in 
some cases, an interest rate reduction. 

Pre-Foreclosure Sale 

Homeowner sells the property at a price less than the outstanding mortgage balance and HUD 
pays an insurance claim to the mortgagee for the resulting loss. 

Deed-In-Lieu of Foreclosure 

Voluntary transfer of property title to the lender or directly to HUD. 
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FHA 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. We will follow the usual pro- 
cedure of roughly five minute questioning and go back and forth 
from the two ends of the podium. 

Commissioner, we all appreciate the countercyclical role that the 
FHA has played in the economy since the Great Depression really. 
We have seen in the past few years in particular the effect of this 
countercyclical model and recognize that FHA’s loan volume jump 
from less than 2 percent of all loans to more than 30 percent of all 
loans is probably a temporary state. 

If that premise that it is a temporary state is true, when do you 
anticipate returning to a more sustainable volume level, or is it al- 
ways sustainable at that kind of level? What is the long-term sus- 
tainable volume for the FHA? 

Mr. Stevens. Let me try to answer it this way. One, I believe 
that the level that FHA is participating in the market right now 
is very unhealthy. Private capital needs to return to the housing 
and finance system. It should not depend on a Federal program 
such as FHA to support the housing market. I believe this and so 
does the Secretary. 

Our traditional level, if you go back during more normal market 
periods, and I have been in this industry for three decades now. 
FHA has typically been about 10 percent of the market, let us say 
approximately 10 percent of total mortgages originated during a 
more normalized market period if you go back through the decades. 

When we were 2 percent of the market, that was a sign of 
unhealthy activity as well. That was a period dominated by private 
label securitizations that originated stated incomes, subprime 
loans, 100 percent financed, using non-amortizing products where 
there was little to no documentation, and it was that product set 
that really reduced FHA to being 2 percent of the market. 

We were a pretty boring business during that period of time. We 
do 30 year, fixed rate, fully amortizing loans. Every loan is fully 
documented, and 100 percent of those loans are primary residence, 
owner occupied loans. It just was not that exciting during the hey- 
day of the house of cards period during which this housing bubble 
was created, and that is why we shrunk to such a small amount. 

So I expect that to happen, and we are already seeing some ini- 
tial signs of private capital coming back in to buy mortgage backed 
securities as the fed steps out of subsidizing the low interest rate 
market like we have done over the last year. I think that is the 
first sign to show some return of private capital. As confidence re- 
turns, as home prices begin to stabilize, I believe there will be more 
investment capital coming back into the market. 

Mr. Olver. In going from the 2 percent to 30 percent of the 
loans 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Over the last couple of years, how many 
actual loans have been secured, guaranteed by FHA in the process? 

Mr. Stevens. FHA? Last year it was about 1.9 million loans in 
2009. In 2008, it was about 1.1 million loans. In 2007, it was about 
465,000 loans. So you can see the significant ramp up and transi- 
tion over to FHA. 
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Again, I would articulate that if we think about going back to the 
financial services markets it was really August of 2007 that the 
major collapse of the financial markets occurred beginning with 
many of those Wall Street firms which are now being sort of re- 
looked at, given the Goldman Sachs news lately. 

Those were the institutions that began to collapse. That is when 
the massive transition began to occur was that fourth quarter of 
2007 in the calendar year, which was really the first fiscal quarter 
of 2008 for FHA, beginning that fall of 2008. You will see the sig- 
nificant ramp up in FHA volume at that time. 

One point I would make is because there was really very little 
risk management oversight at FHA under previous organizations, 
a lot of what transitioned FHA in the late 2007 year was not very 
good quality mortgages. The average credit score actually dropped 
significantly during that period as subprime loan originators and 
other types of originators began looking at FHA loans as a way to 
stay in business. 

You know, that quality has improved dramatically. In the last 
year particularly, our average credit scores have risen 70 points 
back 

Mr. Olver. Right. Now, you have been able to tell me 2007, 2008 
and 2009 how many, and I suppose if you did it quarter by quarter 
it would also show 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Some very interesting, significant 
changes. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. It would be pretty low in the beginning quarters of 
2007 would be my guess. 

Mr. Stevens. That is correct. 

Mr. Olver. And that whatever number it was, it was really be- 
ginning to ramp upward. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. 

HOPE FOR HOMEOWNERS/HAMP 

Mr. Olver. Can you also show the various efforts on the part of 
the government on a similar chart or on the same chart during the 
same timeframe of what the homes — what was it in the HERA bill? 
What was it? Hope for Homeowners Program. What impact it has 
in its lifetime and then the HAMP programs 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. As they have gone through different 
iterations over the last year or so, how many of those have ended 
up producing in the way of renegotiations? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. Is it possible to provide that kind of information? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. We have that information in detail. I can ar- 
ticulate it in general terms now. 

Mr. Olver. All right. Please do so. 

Mr. Stevens. All right. 

Mr. Olver. I will not ask more questions at this moment. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. So a couple of things. Hope for Homeowners, 
quite frankly, has not been successful. I could sugar coat the pro- 
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gram. Obviously it was a legislatively created program. It had the 
absolute right intention to deal with at-risk homeowners. 

It has been very problematic operationally, and to date we have 
done about 57 mortgages in the entire Hope for Homeowners pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Olver. In the whole thing? Okay. 

Mr. Stevens. In the whole thing. As of March 31, 2010, we have 
received 1,164 applications. 

Mr. Olver. And under HAMP? 

Mr. Stevens. Under HAMP, those numbers get released by 
Treasury, and we went over these actually with some of the staff 
of this committee just a few days ago, but under HAMP about 1.1 
million homeowners are right now in trial modifications within the 
HAMP program, and that ramp up in HAMP activity really began 
around July of last year. 

It had been introduced earlier, I think April, but it really began 
to increase dramatically from July on and actually exceeded fore- 
cast estimates of how many were going to be going into trial modi- 
fications during that period, putting us well ahead of what was ex- 
pected. Now, we have other issues with that. 

Mr. Olver. All right. I am going to return to that 

Mr. Stevens. Okay. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. In my next round I think 

Mr. Stevens. Sure. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Because that one really interests me. 
Mr. Latham. 


fha’s refinance policy 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On the short refi- 
nancing program, what are your projections for how many lenders 
and borrowers will take advantage of the program? What are your 
projections as for how many of these loans will be in default? Do 
you have any idea at this point? 

Mr. Stevens. I want to answer this as directly as possible with- 
out sounding evasive, but it is a bit of a moving target so let me 
explain to you how we went through this process. 

The short refinance program is really not a new program. It is 
using actually existing FHA refinance policy. There is no new pol- 
icy changes associated at all with this refinance option, and that 
was one of the reasons why it was adopted is that it takes existing 
refinance policy options, which are readily available to Wells Fargo 
and all the major lenders, any lender who is approved with FHA. 
All it does is it clearly communicates to all the industry partici- 
pants how to use it more effectively and adds some TARP incen- 
tives to second lien write down and things of that sort to try to 
bring the various groups together. So when we went through the 
analysis, and let me just tell you how we got there. There are be- 
tween 11 and 15 million underwater borrowers in America today, 
as most academics and Mark Zandi 

Mr. Latham. What is the number again? 

Mr. Stevens. Eleven to 15 million negative equity borrowers cur- 
rently today. Mark Zandi of moodys.com has the highest figure at 
about 15 million. Some more conservative estimates put it around 
11 million. 
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When you take out second homes, investor properties, loans over 
the loan limits, so all those loans that do not qualify, that number 
gets whittled down pretty dramatically. Just to put it in perspec- 
tive, second home and investor properties alone are about half of 
that number. 

So you begin whittling that down. You then look at those loans 
that are most likely to be utilized by the investors and the 
servicers together, who have to really work together to make this 
happen, and the borrower population that would actually qualify. 

At the end of the day, the reality is most investors are not going 
to write down a loan that they think is going to perform, so you 
will have some negative equity borrowers who will not be provided 
a solution because it is their option and their expense that is pay- 
ing all this cost, so at the end of the day it will be that at-risk pop- 
ulation. 

We have looked at the range of potential impact to be between 
a few hundred thousand to over a million, and that range, the way 
we have looked at the risk expectations, is based on the worst case 
scenario. In other words, we are assuming that we do the max- 
imum amount that might come in with a mix of seconds and firsts, 
and we are assuming default rate expectations and then when we 
look at the risk side of it. 

But again the range may vary, and I would understate it. I do 
not believe that this is going to be effective for more than sort of 
the lower end of the range. I think this refinance option becomes 
sort of part of this variety of options now that the Administration 
has rolled out to deal with the housing crisis, none of which are 
easy, but nevertheless it has just added more fire power in essence 
to the options that are currently available to deal with the at-risk 
borrower population and try to deal with it in the most responsible 
way. 

But again in total we expect this to be more towards the few 
hundred thousand range that will ultimately adopt usage of the 
program. By the way, we are going to monitor it closely, and we 
pledge to report on it monthly. 

SECOND MORTGAGE 

Mr. Latham. I have a concern on writing down the second mort- 
gages. As you are well aware — I mean, your industry background — 
there were a lot of home equity lines of credit. People set those up 
for vacations, to buy cars, second cars, boats, all kinds of discre- 
tionary, fun stuff. 

Do we have a moral hazard here going on saying that we are 
going to bail these people out because they wanted a nice car and 
the neighbor who is paying his mortgage did not? 

Mr. Stevens. I think you ask a great question. I will tell you I 
spent a lot of time consulting with industry executives. I was in 
Des Moines many times talking to Mike Hayden, the team at Wells 
and other institutions, as well as academics, about this particular 
risk. I think there is a possibility that some of those kinds of sto- 
ries will be involved potentially, but I would like to talk about how 
we address the moral hazard and how we think that these loans 
will most likely be addressed. 
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First of all, the second lien extinguishment schedule that is of- 
fered by the TARP funds is very meager in terms of what is paid 
out of the taxpayer funds used for TARP. The extinguishment 
schedule provides on average maybe six cents on the dollar, so for 
the lender to write down the second they are paying 94 cents of 
that, on average more in many cases, more than that in many 
cases, but that is about what the schedule will pay out on average 
buyer expectation. 

So really the vast majority of the weight of that second lien write 
down and 100 percent of the weight of that first lien write down 
is on the investors themselves, so they are going to have to come 
together and say what is the risk of default and does this put the 
loan ultimately back in a position of likely reperformance. 

Yes, there are the cases. I recently had a conversation with 
David Lowman of Chase, who runs their mortgage operation, about 
a story of someone who took a home equity line of credit to buy 
boats and was defaulting on his first. The reality is that when we 
look at the vast numbers during the heyday particularly of the pri- 
vate label securitization market many homes were purchased using 
a combination of a first and a second mortgage. They were called 
90/10 or 80/20 mortgages where the lender would lend 80 percent 
of the value, and a 20 percent second would be done by a bank. 

The vast majority of the loans that we believe will be impacted 
were structured on that kind of context, but again we are not going 
to direct how banks write down their seconds because, quite frank- 
ly, we are not paying them virtually anything to do it. They are 
going to be taking that vast majority of the risk themselves. If ulti- 
mately it brings a borrower back into a performing loan and we 
know that their incentives will not be 

Mr. Latham. These are performing loans to begin with. 

Mr. Stevens. They are performing loans, the seconds. They may 
have not been performing over time. 

Let me give you the classic example. It could be someone who 
has been working in the State of Michigan, which is our worst per- 
forming state. Someone who has been working in the State of 
Michigan, lost their job or a member of the family lost his or her 
job or perhaps had income curtailment. 

They now cannot afford the mortgage payment as it currently 
sits, yet their home has dropped in value by 10, 15, 20 or 30 per- 
cent and so they cannot refinance out. There are absolutely no op- 
tions for this borrower today to get sort of re-right sized given the 
impacts of the recession. 

If an investor and a servicer look at that borrower, that family, 
and say look, they are under water. They are immobile. They have 
no options. Their income has been reduced. If we reduce their pay- 
ment by 20 percent we save this home from going into foreclosure. 

The advantage of that for all of us is that the average severity 
rate for us in Michigan is about 95 percent and so you end up keep- 
ing a home with a family in it and it also helps stop to some degree 
that rapid price drop that occurs when a home goes into fore- 
closure. That is relative, but I do recognize your point and it is 
something that we want to monitor closely in the process. 

Mr. Latham. I would love to follow up with that. I am out of time 
I see. 
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Mr. Olver. Mr. Rodriguez. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Good morning. 

Mr. Stevens. Good morning. 

MINORITY-PURCHASED FHA LOANS 

Mr. Rodriguez. On your testimony I think you indicate that 51 
percent of African-American home buyers, as well as about 45 per- 
cent of Hispanic families, purchase homes through FHA and that 
you are leading in that area. Do we know the actual numbers, for 
example, of the ones you mentioned in foreclosure? Do you have 
those figures? 

Mr. Stevens. I can get you those figures. I would tell you that 
we look at this very carefully and we look at performance by every 
demographic possible down by what we call cohort level, by state, 
by credit score, et cetera, and how it impacts. 

I will tell you that the 51 percent of African-Americans and a 
similar number for Latinos is from 2008 Federal Reserve HMDA 
data. I believe that number is probably higher today. We will know 
when the actual data comes out, but we clearly play a significant 
role in those particular demographics, and there is a high con- 
centration of underserved markets also associated with that demo- 
graphic. 

Mr. Rodriguez. If you can provide that also and single parents 
I would appreciate it. Let me ask you 

Mr. Stevens. Mr. Congressman, single parents we may not be 
able to get for you. We will see if we can look at that particular 

Mr. Rodriguez. How do you advertise? As you identify them, 
how do you advertise to the minority areas in terms of actual serv- 
ices? Can you also compare based on the numbers and then who 
is actually getting services? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. In terms of advertising, we are not a direct 
lender so FHA just obviously insures loans. We are basically one 
big insurance company, and we insure loans that are originated by 
lenders around the country, so it is individual lenders that conduct 
their own advertising. 

Now, we monitor and police those activities in a very significant 
way, and actually just last week in our Mortgagee Review Board 
we took actions against institutions that we felt were using im- 
proper approaches to advertising to the markets, but it is done lo- 
cally and broadly nationally by either major institutions down to 
small mortgage brokers who are approved to originate FHA loans. 

HAMP PROGRAM 

Mr. Rodriguez. So when we talk about the HAMP program. 
Home Affordability Modification Program, you do not know how 
many African-Americans or Hispanics are participating? 

Mr. Stevens. I do not have that HAMP data. That data might 
be available from Treasury. Fannie Mae is tasked with tracking 
and reporting the specific data on that borrower population, and I 
know we are trying to get more refined data reporting through the 
HAMP program, but we can check back with Treasury and get 
you 
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Mr. Rodriguez. I would like to see the numbers there and then 
how many of them were actually taking advantage of those oppor- 
tunities like through HAMP to restructure their mortgage. 

Mr. Stevens. We will look and try to get as much information 
back to you on that. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Now, we had some calls at our district. One of 
them was a person that I knew personally who had a home that 
was worth about $150,000. She only owed about $30,000 or 
$40,000, something like that, and she was having difficulty paying 
for it and they were going to take her home away. 

I went to a realtor to try to help her out and they could not based 
on her — ^but if she only owed $30,000 and it could have been repur- 
chased and stuff she probably could have paid that monthly pay- 
ment. Do we have any programs such as that that could respond 
to her? 

Mr. Stevens. Any of the variety of our programs should have 
helped that particular borrower, and there are a couple of things 
that she can do. If she calls her lender and they are not going to 
be satisfactory, there is a hotline. 

Mr. Rodriguez. No. They are not even talking to her. You know, 
they want the house. It might be a private lender too. I do not 
know. 

Mr. Stevens. There is a national hotline available under the 
Making Home Affordable Program. Do you know the number off- 
hand? 1-800-HOPE NOW. 

Mr. Rodriguez. 1-800? 

Mr. Stevens. HOPE NOW. And I do believe that there is actu- 
ally a special line that can be used for Members of Congress. We 
will look to try to provide that back to this committee so that you 
have that available. 

That particular hotline is a way to report activities or for home- 
owners to particularly call if they feel they are not getting fair 
treatment in the HAMP program. We encourage it, and we take ac- 
tion on a variety of cases. 

Mr. Rodriguez. I mean, she works hard. She works as a hair 
stylist 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Rodriguez [continuing]. But she does not make that much 
money. She has been paying on that home for the longest time. 
They went up on the rent for her little business and stuff. I know 
the $30,000 that she owes, she can pay $300 a month. 

Mr. Stevens. There should have been a solution based on the 
way you describe it, and I have personally handled many calls like 
this myself and I have personally spoken to borrowers in similar 
situations. 

So I would highly encourage using the number. We will try to get 
you the specific line that can be used for Members. Please reach 
out to my office if there is lack of satisfaction if you identify a case 
in your particular area that you want us to address. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Carter. 
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FHA DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome. We are 
glad to have you here. Prior to the 1990s, FHA generally served the 
alternate A borrowers. These were considered less credit worthy 
than prime borrowers, who were served in the conventional mar- 
ket. Alternate A borrowers met the GSE credit score requirements, 
but they did not meet the standard requirements for documenta- 
tion, property type, debt ratio, loan to value ratio. 

Beginning in the 1990s, however, credit increasingly became 
available for borrowers with weak credit, which we have been talk- 
ing about. Instead of turning down those loan requests, lenders 
began charging higher interest rates to compete for additional risk. 
This market initially began as a cash out refinance market. It 
evolved into a preferred subprime market. 

Now, as the government and what we have been talking about, 
the plans that you have here, are we still encouraging the risky 
subprime lending by allowing homes to be purchased with a mere 
3.5 percent down payment as outlined in FHA policy? Do you think 
we are still in that business? 

Mr. Stevens. Thank you for the question. First of all, if I could, 
I would like to clarify a few things. 

I have been in the mortgage lending industry for three decades. 
I bought my first home with an FHA loan back in the late 1970s, 
and I was working for a large, reputable financial institution in 
1980 in Denver, Colorado. FHA loans have always been fully docu- 
mented. There has never been stated income. They have always 
been owner-occupied loans only, and they have always been fully 
amortizing loans. 

So the growth of the subprime industry, the growth of those 
other products was outside of FHA. It is actually one of the reasons 
why FHA’s business actually declined so much is that these risky 
products were coming into the market and an old, boring, 30 year, 
fully documented loan, quite frankly, was not as interesting to 
many in the industry. 

So the other thing I would highlight to you is that the down pay- 
ment alone is not a variable that assures performance levels. I 
bought my first home with a 3 percent down payment with FHA 
when I first got married, and that same program is basically the 
way it exists today. 

If I could, I would like to show you without going into sort of 
granular detail. This is just one example. We believe that what 
causes defaults in mortgage markets is a layering of risk, and 
layering of risk comes from going to high LTV, high loan to value, 
on top of which allowing very low credit scores, waiving docu- 
mentation requirements and then putting a mortgage instrument 
that has an adjustable rate feature or an interest only feature or 
some sort of what we call a spike which will — after a couple of 
years. 

When you layer all those risks together, you are almost guaran- 
teed to have something that is going to explode when markets cor- 
rect, and that is literally the environment we have just come 
through. However, high loan to value can be done responsibly and 
has been done for decades in this country if you combine it with 
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the appropriate credit qualification, full documentation and make 
sure that the qualifying ratios meet the standards that you would 
expect for some ability to perform. 

This is just a simple chart that shows relative performance of 
loans, and all it shows, and I would highlight these two quadrants 
here. If you ever have interest, I have a deck this thick on FICO 
loan LTV performance in about an eight font that is about 20 pages 
thick, so we can take this down to any micro level we need. 

But for simplicity purposes, on a relative performance scale what 
this shows is that a low credit score, a low credit score below 580 
if you cut the loan to value will perform a little worse actually than 
a higher credit score at the top loan to value that FHA allows 
today. 

And in a simplistic way what this is meant to articulate is that 
the way we drafted our policies we said look, if you are above 580 
we will let you do the maximum loan to value of FHA, but if you 
drop below 580 you are going to need a 10 percent down payment, 
so we made it a lot more difficult for a borrower who does not have 
the right credit score to borrow at the maximum loan to value. 

This has been modeled by not FHA, but by our independent actu- 
arial. Many academics have looked at our new policy guidelines, 
and based on actual performance we believe that high loan to value 
financing will work responsibly if you make sure you have all those 
other standards in place and do not allow that other risk layering 
to occur. 

Mr. Carter. To follow up on that, when you bought that first 
house, and that was about the time I bought my first house. I 
think we have never had a falling value market until now in that 
period of time 

Mr. Stevens. Well, again I 

Mr. Carter [continuing]. With the exception of the HUD disaster 
that hit us in the 1980s. 

Mr. Stevens. Well, you were in a better market than I was. I 
actually was in 

Mr. Carter. I sure was. 

Mr. Stevens [continuing]. Denver, Colorado, and Chevron left 
our state. I was in the heart of the oil patch crisis, and we actually 
had falling values during that period of time. 

You are absolutely right, however, if you are pointing to there is 
a risk in declining markets of equity erosion, and if a person is 
under water and they have to sell, that does pose a problem. That 
is a real risk at high loan to value financing that we do recognize. 

A couple of things I would just articulate is that FHA is a little 
unique for a couple reasons. One, our loans are fully assumable, 
which no other loan product in America is assumable, and at 
record low rates today we believe that our loans are going to be 
very attractive for future buyers and will create incentives for peo- 
ple to buy an FHA loan rather than having to buy another home 
and get a higher rate, so we believe it will be easier to work out 
negotiations that create mobility in the future. 

All loans come with some level of risk, and it is a matter of how 
well we manage it. If we wanted to make it easy from a perform- 
ance standpoint, we could go to the top right section on that chart. 
We could say everybody has to have a 680 FICO score and no high- 
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er than 90 percent loan to value, but by doing so we would create 
without question a second collapse in the housing market because 
there would be no financing available. 

And so the process we implemented was an attempt, and I un- 
derstand there is debate in how we drew that line, but it was an 
attempt to try to responsibly address FHA’s risk, get the capital re- 
stored, but not tip the housing market back into a re-recession. 
That is why we allowed the maintaining of the high loan to value 
if in fact the borrower met certain qualifying hurdles. If they do 
not, they are going to have to come up with a much larger down 
payment. 

It was through that process that we thought we dealt most ag- 
gressively and effectively with the risks in FHA while not creating 
some other unintended consequence in the housing market. 

Mr. Carter. Just a comment. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Carter. I do think that all the people in the real estate busi- 
ness in my part of the world are looking for FHA to rescue this 
market. I mean, that is all you hear and so I hope you do, but you 
still come back to all those people who did not have skin in the 
game and are still worried about not having skin in the game. 

I cannot stop remembering that the last big foreclosure market 
was almost 90 percent HUD foreclosure because you could go out 
and buy a HUD house. That is what everybody that did not have 
any money was going out and looking for to buy a HUD foreclosure. 
So I do not want to get the government in that position. 

Mr. Stevens. And I fully appreciate and I can assure you that 
the decisions we have made already have the builders and the real- 
tors and many people involved challenging me and parading into 
my office telling me how I am going to hurt them with what I have 
done so far. Others think that we have not gone far enough. That 
is really a delicate line. 

I will tell you that the housing crisis, if we look at it, most of 
the housing risk is concentrated in a limited number of states. The 
private label securitization market was heavily concentrated in 
what has become known as the sand states — Nevada, Arizona, 
California, Florida — where FHA has virtually no market share. 

Where we are getting the worse impact for FHA today are in 
what is called the rust belt states. In Michigan, for example, we 
are having terrible performance. It is not necessarily because of the 
loans themselves. It also has a lot to do with what has happened 
to the manufacturing industry during this recession and the auto- 
mobile industry and just massive unemployment that impacted 
those markets and that combined and resulted in a significant 
downturn in real estate. 

That is a fairly unique anomaly. I am not sure either one is bet- 
ter, but ours is at least a little more understandable than doing 
this option arm, max LTV on second homes and investment prop- 
erties and people who bought books called The Automatic Million- 
aire thought that real estate was an investment strategy rather 
than a shelter strategy, and I think that is one of the things we 
are learning right now. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you. You call that a simple chart. I am still 
trying to interpret, to understand that chart. I probably will need 
a whole seminar in order to so do, so I am not going to go there 
because that would take a lot of time. 

Let me ask a couple of quickie questions. How many total mort- 
gages are there in this country? What is the order? What is basic? 
What do you think? 

Mr. Stevens. Excuse me. That data, I should have that right in 
my head. Approximately 55 million mortgages. 

Mr. Olver. Forty-five to 50 million? 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. Really? Okay. So there is then a lot of people who 
do not have mortgages. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. 

Mr. Olver. The total number is 45 or 50, but that puts some- 
where like a quarter of all of them are under water, so to speak, 
although you then say half of those are investor and second 
home 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 


second mortgages 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Kinds of situations. Now, how many of 
those? That took half of those out. How many get taken out if you 
take into account the kinds of situations that Mr. Latham was talk- 
ing about or the folk who have done special refinancing to do a few 
things to up their home mortgages? Is that not fair to even try to 
make a category of them? They sound like a category. 

Mr. Stevens. The challenge is identifying that borrower popu- 
lation. 

Mr. Olver. Yes, and how you define it, what pieces. 

Mr. Stevens. The easiest way to define it is when was that sec- 
ond mortgage put onto the property. If it was done at purchase 
time, at time of purchase, if the second mortgage was secured at 
time of purchase, then your assumption is it was used to help fi- 
nance the acquisition of that real estate. 

If the home equity line of credit or second mortgage was put on 
after the transaction was settled, then you assume that had a high- 
er probability of being used for some of the things that Congress- 
man Latham talked about, but even in those instances there could 
have been other reasonable uses for those funds. 

You know, a lot of people had home equity lines — some of you 
here may have had them — that were not used for whimsical spend- 
ing, but there clearly was an abuse of financing in the last 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Within the last few days there have been a 
number of articles or TV exposes or whatever about what are called 
strategic foreclosures, and if I remember correctly there was a sug- 
gestion that 20 percent of the underwaters were strategic fore- 
closures. 


STRATEGIC FORECLOSURES 

Mr. Stevens. So strategic foreclosures. Strategic default risks is 

another phrase 

Mr. Olver. Yes. 
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Mr. Stevens [continuing]. That has been used. I saw the Today 
Show clip yesterday morning with my good friend, John Courson, 
who was interviewed. 

We have analyzed deeply the strategic default risk in the coun- 
try. So has Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, and we have had a lot 
of academics involved from universities and also investment groups 
like Laurie Goodman from Amherst Securities looked at the stra- 
tegic default risk, et cetera. Most do not think it is that high. 

We think the strategic default risk is increasing, that it could be 
as high as 9 percent roughly of the foreclosure market today, but 
the scariest thing about this strategic default risk I think that we 
are all addressing right now is it is becoming socially acceptable, 
or I guess the question is is it becoming socially acceptable to walk 
away from your mortgage in certain communities where the fre- 
quency becomes higher? 

Mr. Olver. It sounded as if in those stories as if something that 
you described as somebody who had lost their job and then was 
stuck in a home and in order to take a job someplace else really 
had to bail out where they were. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. So the challenge 

Mr. Olver. Sort of like the Ohio/Michigan case. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. There are a couple challenges like 
that where some economists have said the challenge with negative 
equity is it creates immobility. 

Mr. Olver. Yes. 

Mr. Stevens. That people cannot move and so if they lose their 
job and they are offered a job in another state or some other area 
where they have to move to go take the job and their home is 
under water and there is no solution for them, they have no choice 
but to go into default. 

Mr. Olver. There are a lot of moving parts in this process. 

Mr. Stevens. Absolutely. 

Mr. Olver. Since I am not going to understand this entirely, I 
am just sort of fishing around to see if I can get it. I am under 
water on this one essentially. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. Really under water. I am just trying to get a little 
breath every once in a while of understanding into the complexity 
of what has been going on. 

In your verbal testimony you mentioned that there were 1.1 mil- 
lion trial adjustments, or maybe it was my first set of questions; 
1.1 million that were undergoing trial adjustments when I asked 
how many had gone through HAMP. 

Well, my next question there is how many have actually com- 
pleted and have come to a new deal and how many are just going 
around and around and around 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Through trial adjustments and so forth 
when more and more data is being asked? 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. This goes back to the comment that I made in my 
opening remarks when I said we are hearing constituents that the 
same institutions are not interested in providing relief to the strug- 
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gling homeowners, but just keep asking them more questions and 
so forth. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. Taking the data again and again and again and 
never coming to a conclusion, which sounds as if my guess is that 
each one of these iterations of the HAMP program has made it a 
little bit more favorable to the lending institutions who do not want 
to lend, do not want to readjust these things. Am I wrong? 

HAMP PROGRAM 

Mr. Stevens. Well, I think you are accurate in a variety of 
points, and so if I could. The HAMP program, and I watched it 
from the outside when it was first announced. I ran two large — 
pretty good sized — financial institutions at the time. 

I was concerned about the HAMP implementation; that it would 
be complex, that it might tire down the road, as it were, by just 
modifying payments and not really dealing with the underlying 
issues. A lot of that got resolved by the time they rolled out the 
first introduction to HAMP earlier last year. 

Mr. Olver. March of last year 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Then they first rolled it out, but there 
have been several changes. 

Mr. Stevens. So here is what happened. When they rolled it out 
in March, servicers did not really adopt it very quickly and there 
was a building frustration that we announced this big problem, had 
a goal of three to four million homeowners by 2012. 

Mr. Olver. What was happening was very similar to the Hope 
for Homeowners 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. In the beginning. 

Mr. Stevens. So in July, Secretaries Geithner and Donovan 
called a meeting in Washington and asked all the major lenders to 
come in — about 30 of them came to D.C., their executives — and laid 
it on the line with press in the room that you guys better get on 
board and start adopting the HAMP program. 

And so suddenly they did and it went like wildfire. From there 
until about November, about half a million trial mods occurred in 
a very short timeframe, far ahead of what we expected actually. 

Mr. Olver. And were completed so the mods 

Mr. Stevens. No. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Were secured and finalized? 

Mr. Stevens. Here was the problem. In the trial mod period, be- 
cause there was such activity and there was such pressure to get 
this thing up and it had been so slow to develop, the lenders — 
many of the lenders, not all of them — went in and just put people 
in trial mods without actually getting their documentation to make 
sure that they would qualify for the trial mod. 

And so we ended up getting many people in the early months 
who were put in the trial mods, but not necessarily could qualify 
for permanent conversion, and that has been the struggle that we 
have to deal with. Now those rules are all changed. 

Mr. Olver. So they never intended to go to a final conversion? 
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Mr. Stevens. They were hoping they might qualify. Mayhe they 
stated income that ultimately got curtailed by the time they actu- 
ally submitted formal qualifying documents, but the way the 
HAMP program works is you have to qualify to be able to make 
your payments under the guidelines of HAMP. 

And so we are seeing a significant change. A lot of the policy 
changes that have been announced for HAMP since then have been 
designed to fix some of the mistakes we identified that just were 
not being effective in the early rounds. 

Today we have about 200,000 home borrowers in the trial period 
that have actually converted to permanent. That number is actu- 
ally increasing pretty significantly, and we expect 

Mr. Olver. So it is 200,000 out of the 1.1 million 

Mr. Stevens. That is correct. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Are actually completed? 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. We expect many more of those to 
convert, and all new borrowers coming into the HAMP program are 
getting all documentation done up front, so we expect the conver- 
sion rate to be significantly higher for all future HAMP modifica- 
tions that come through. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. We may return to this, but I ought to get to 
something else. Mr. Latham? 

Mr. Latham. I am glad that clarified things for you. 

Mr. Olver. A little. A little. 

Mr. Latham. Just going back to the short refinancing pro- 
gram — 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Latham [continuing]. I guess a couple things. A lot of the 
second mortgages are current and the primary are not because that 
is a revolving line of credit for the individuals, so what is the incen- 
tive for anyone carrying a second to make use of this program? 

Mr. Stevens. Look, it is challenge. I mean, that is why I am err- 
ing to the lower side of the volume numbers. So let me just give 
you one data point. About 50 percent of all negative equity homes 
have a second mortgage. Fifty percent do not. So to one degree, 
there is an opportunity for the loans that will be refinanced. Clear- 
ly if they do not have a second, that is a probable option to use. 

There are a bunch of the seconds. You are right. The default 
rates on firsts do not necessarily mean there is a default rate on 
the second, particularly if it is a home equity line of credit and if 
there is money available on the line 

Mr. Latham. Right. 

Mr. Stevens [continuing]. That they can still draw down on, but 
some of them are not current and some of them also have no money 
open on the line, so banks will look at a subportion of that portfolio 
if a borrower is in distress and the bank will say our likelihood of 
default on this particular family is probably pretty high right now 
because they are maxed out on their second, they are under water 
on their first, their income was curtailed. 

Hey, if we right size this whole thing we can get them into a loan 
that is going to work over time, but it will not be a huge number 
and that is why — I mean, you have highlighted absolutely. It is one 
of the attributes. 
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CREDIT RATING 

Mr. Latham. Is this another potential moral — not a moral haz- 
ard; whatever you want to call it — to have people say if they are 
current on their second and they know this program is out here to 
basically borrow all they can on the second, on their line of credit, 
and then default, knowing that you are going to bail them out? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. I do not think that is the case, and let me try 
to articulate why. First of all, the program is fully optional for the 
servicer and the investor. There is no guarantee. So a borrower 
who is going to purposefully default is risking their credit rating 
and risking their home if they could otherwise pay their bill be- 
cause there is no guarantee they are going to get it. 

As I have said, a very small percentage really of the negative eq- 
uity borrower population is going to get this short refinance option 
provided to them and so let us look at human behavior. You have 
to really say look, I am going to ruin my credit and go through this 
default process and the embarrassment and the harassment and all 
else that occurs naturally anyway with the risk that I may ulti- 
mately get this option, which is not guaranteed to me in any way, 
shape or form. 

We think there are natural barriers. Maybe too many, but there 
are natural resistance factors to this being sort of applicable to the 
kind of borrower who says I am going to roll the dice and hope that 
I get this solution and risk my home. 

Mr. Latham. I mean, you bring up a point about your credit rat- 
ing. Are you saying that someone who is no moral hazard, they 
have done everything right, but they are just in Michigan and 
value has dropped 50 percent, they are under water 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Latham [continuing]. And you are saying they are not mo- 
bile because they are under water in their home, so they go 
through this process. Are you saying it does not affect their credit 
when they move to Colorado? 

Mr. Stevens. It will affect their credit if they go through the 
process. Any borrower who goes through a short — so the fact of the 
matter is here is how I think it will function. The borrower will 
truly be in distress. They do not have a choice and so it is not like 
they have a choice of deciding for the previous sort of concept. 
Maybe I will ruin my credit and take the risk. 

These are borrowers, the homeowners who are absolutely in dis- 
tress, have no other option. It is either that or go to foreclosure and 
so they are going to try down this path and hope they get rescued. 
And in fact, if they are in negative equity the investor looks at it 
and says look, this is real. We have checked their income. We be- 
lieve as well they are likely to default. We will reduce the balance 
and take the loss on our side in order to give them a loan that they 
can actually afford. 

The borrower is still going to have their credit impaired. There 
is no way to avoid that credit impairment no matter which way 
they go, but that is why there is that natural resistance to this 
moral hazard. You know, there is no get out of jail card free here 
for anybody. I mean, they signed a contract for a mortgage. 

Mr. Latham. Right. 
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Mr. Stevens. We all suffered in this economy. We want to give 
solutions, but there will not be some form of pain to their credit 
rating as a result of making this move. That is something we will 
deal with in years down the road. 

Mr. Latham. Right. So they have now become mobile. They move 
to an area where there is more opportunities for employment, but 
they get into that situation as far as their credit rating. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Latham. Their interest rates are certainly going to be higher 
under that scenario. 

Mr. Stevens. If they can get a mortgage. 

Mr. Latham. If they can get a loan. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. I mean, I think we would all agree — 
hopefully we would all agree — that one thing we learned out of this 
last crisis is not everybody should own a home. That is step num- 
ber one. 

Mr. Latham. And if I could just 

Mr. Stevens. Sorry. 

Mr. Latham. Well, the homeowner that is under water, cannot 
make his payments, how do you say if you are in Detroit, Michigan, 
you have a homeowner you are going to bail out, but the renter 
right beside him and the other citizen who has lost his job, you are 
not doing anything for them? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Latham. I mean, it is not fair. 

Mr. Stevens. Here is how we believe it actually helps. First of 
all, you are right. Those situations will occur. There will be bor- 
rowers who are making their payments, and the next door neighbor 
lost his or her job, cannot make his payment and gets bailed out. 
The neighbor is going to say hey, what about me? 

Mr. Latham. Right. 

Mr. Stevens. We are not making those calls. The investors are 
making the calls in terms of what to write down. The United States 
Government is not directing this at all. The investor is taking the 
total loss. 

I do believe this, and I think we all know it from the commu- 
nities where we all live today. If a home goes into foreclosure on 
your street, it drives down the value of your home as well and ev- 
erybody else’s. You know, there is a factual relationship by main- 
taining homes from the foreclosure market to maintaining values 
in communities. 

Mr. Latham. And the rental market too. I mean, if you are put- 
ting people out on the street or people are not making the rent pay- 
ments, that has a huge impact, the same as ownership. I am sorry, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stevens. No. It is a very real hazard, and I am completely 
aligned with the concern. It is something we have discussed at 
length. 

We tried to make the program with parameters in place that had 
enough friction involved so that only those that are severely at 
risk, but would be at no fault of their own and could qualify for 
this new mortgage, would be the most likely ones to be given that 
write down by the investor. 
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One of the consequences if the one you have discussed, which is 
so what about the other people who do not get it in the same neigh- 
borhood? There is a fact, and I have seen it. I live in northern Vir- 
ginia, and I have seen it in Manassas and areas like that. When 
the first housing crush hit it drove down property values through- 
out all of western Fairfax County pretty significantly due to the 
foreclosure market. 

You probably get complaints today that I cannot sell my home 
for what it is really worth because foreclosure sales are selling for 
so much less that they are driving down my value. There is a real 
pragmatic — and granted it is an economic argument, not a social 
argument, but there is a real pragmatic argument that says if we 
can stop foreclosures or in some measured way reduce the number 
of foreclosures, you stop that further home price decline, and that 
is one of the variables I think that offsets that to some degree. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

LENDER ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Olver. It seems to me there is another end of the scale here 
where in some of the markets somebody — mortgage writer, mort- 
gage companies — just set up an office for a while and wrote mort- 
gages for anybody that moved 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Because they were supposedly safe. The 
securitization was going to be covering that. This is an enormous 
Ponzi scheme 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. In essence at that point, and nobody has 
gone to jail for it as far as I can tell. Nobody has gone to jail for 
it. You do not need to answer to that, but that is my impression. 
If you want to give me the list of those who have gone to jail for 
this, I would be very interested in knowing about it. 

I am pleased with your lender enforcement activities. The last 
thing we need, it seems, is fraudulent lenders, and that is what I 
am sort of addressing. This is clearly fraudulent lending that was 
going on. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. What has been the response within the lender com- 
munity as you stepped up the enforcement by FHA? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, the good news is they all know me, and I 
have worked with them for decades. You know, as you see in the 
numbers that were in my written testimony, we have withdrawn 
the approval of over 550 lenders in the 8 months I have been in 
this job. That is more than the last 21 decades combined. 

Mr. Olver. So my data were completely outdated. It is 550. That 
is more than was done over a 2 decade period. 

Mr. Stevens. Two sixty eight in 2009 and 314 so far in 2010, 
and so it has been a large number. 

You know, FHA did not do a good job policing its lender group. 
Before I got to FHA there was not even a risk report. There was 
never a meeting to discuss lender performance. They never ana- 
lyzed any default rates. 
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Mr. Olver. You are saying FHA did not do a good job and there 
were other places that were not doing any job at all on this, no po- 
licing whatsoever 

Mr. Stevens. Well, I think you are right. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Of this process. 

Mr. Stevens. I talk to groups about this all the time. During the 
growth period of this mortgage finance system this over exuberance 
for housing took over all rationale. 

You know, I heard this debate on Bloomberg this morning about 
derivative trading and should it even be allowed. I mean, the entire 
structural basis of the housing finance system was based on models 
that proved themselves to be entirely wrong. And you could do no 
wrong in America. You could finance any home. It was going to ap- 
preciate, and everybody got rich. 

I do not think anything was really policed, and most people did 
not have the decades of background in the business like some of 
us still had. There were a lot of nouveau players in the housing fi- 
nance system who became instant millionaires by being able to 
play. 

You know, we are shutting them down, and we are going to con- 
tinue to shut them down in FHA. We cannot have them in a tax- 
payer run financial services business inside the government. The 
private sector needs to do the same, and I think financial reform, 
however we feel about that piece of legislation, I think financial re- 
form will go a great deal to curtailing and requiring that sort of 
skin in the game for institutions that participate on that side. 

HECM 

Mr. Olver. There has been an enormous destruction of wealth, 
but there has also been an enormous shifting of wealth from the 
middle class, some of it caught up legitimately or illegitimately in 
this whole process, to a very small people who are now again mak- 
ing big bonuses and making big profits at the upper end. We have 
not put a stop to it. 

Let me ask you something about the HECM mortgages to get off 
on a slightly different topic here for a moment. In your testimony 
you said it was important for seniors to age in place and so forth 
with the kind of expenses that they can anticipate, and I happen 
to agree with you, but now we are coming up with a request for 
$250 million. How many HECM mortgages are you ensuring in 
2010 ? 

Mr. Stevens. George, do you have that number? An estimated 
70,000. 

Mr. Olver. Seventy thousand. And these are all done by you? 
The HECM mortgages are all yours? 

Mr. Stevens. All done by us, yes. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. My understanding is it has decreased by some 
percentage. 

Mr. Stevens. It is decreasing. 

Mr. Olver. Twenty percent or so in the past year? 

Mr. Stevens. It decreased a lot. We have noticed a direct decline. 
We worsened our loan factor, which measures the amount a bor- 
rower can borrow, or principal limit factor it is called, PLF, by 
about 10 percent in November of last year. 
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And we have seen about a 20 percent decline just since that one 
reduction that we implemented last year, so it definitely has a di- 
rect impact on the borrower pool every time we make a change in 
that program. 

Mr. Olver. Well, what happens to the program? Is there a de- 
fault mechanism? What happens if we just cannot find the $250 
million in this hole that has been blown in our budget with the 
CBO scores and the whole issue? We do not yet know what our 
302(b) is 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. Going to be and so forth. 

Mr. Stevens. What happens? 

Mr. Olver. What happens? 

Mr. Stevens. So just to back up, in the 2011 budget we are pro- 
posing actually raising the mortgage insurance premiums, which 
we currently collect 50 basis points annually, to 125 basis points. 
Even by doing that, it requires $250 million. Had we not done it, 
it would have been close to $1 billion. 

So we did it, and that adjusts the program even further. Unlike 
anything else we are doing in FHA, it is the one program where 
we had put in a subsidy in 2011 simply because the program is so 
important for seniors who in many cases have no other way to ac- 
cess financing. 

Mr. Olver. And we have to take that into account. If we feel that 
we cannot do more than $200 million, then you are going to have 
to up that again. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. What we would do is we would worsen the 
borrowing, the factors, by about another 21 percent, which would 
reduce the amount a borrower can borrow by about another 30 per- 
cent in actual loan amount that they would be able to take out of 
their home. It would be a huge reduction in the program and limit 
it even further. 

The reverse mortgage program 

Mr. Olver. At what point does it become useless? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, that is the question we have asked. Now, we 
are working carefully and very close to some alternative proposals 
with the reverse mortgage program which we think would get the 
program back on track and offset some of the subsidy need in fu- 
ture fiscal years. 

But you are right. It is a program that is at severe risk right 
now. The average borrower in a reverse mortgage is not a wealthy 
senior citizen. It is a very low income senior citizen who owns their 
home free and clear and this is their sole source to survive in their 
home. 

Without the reverse mortgage program they would not qualify for 
a normal refinance and it would leave them no option other than 
family bailing them out or perhaps having to move into a different 
kind of living environment altogether. 

Mr. Olver. A much more expensive one. 

Mr. Stevens. Much more expensive or a subsidized one in an el- 
derly care facility or something like that. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Mr. Latham? 
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PRIVATE SECTOR REVERSE MORTGAGES 

Mr. Latham. Would anybody in the private sector make those 
loans if you were not guaranteeing them? 

Mr. Stevens. The reverse mortgages? 

Mr. Latham. Yes. 

Mr. Stevens. You know, we used to, and the private sector was 
making them for years, in fact the GSEs made them. They would 
do them on an adjustable rate mortgage, not a fixed rate mortgage, 
which is the way they are done today, and unfortunately there is 
no secondary market for the adjustable rate portion. So I guess the 
answer right now is evident by the fact that nobody is making 
them. I would just say, however, private sector is not making any 
mortgage loans right now without the government backing them. 
Freddie Mac, Fannie Mae, FHA are 98 percent of the housing fi- 
nance system right now. 

Mr. Latham. But this was even before the meltdown. 

Mr. Stevens. The reverse mortgage contraction was occurring 
beforehand, it is a complex mortgage, it is equity based, it is very 
formulaic, but the GSEs were making them. It was the collapse of 
the securitization market for the arm portion of the reverse mort- 
gage that really eliminated Fannie Mae’s large participation in the 
program. But they were very big in the reverse mortgage at one 
point. 

Mr. Latham. I am still concerned that, you know, you pay off 
and it goes into foreclosure, you pay it off, the person stays in the 
home and the bank owns the house after they — ^vacates it some- 
how. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Latham. I mean the total weight of the liability is on the 
taxpayer. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes, I mean if you think about the formula, obvi- 
ously it is based on 

Mr. Latham. And no one gets kicked out of their house. 

Mr. Stevens. Right, I mean it is based on taking a home that 
is worth $250, maybe lending $110 on it, and based on their age 
and expected life span and appreciation of the home and what in- 
terest rate forecasts are, and you can build a model that is conserv- 
ative and could potentially work. It is definitely a very difficult pro- 
gram given this context of declining home prices, longer life spans, 
borrowing the maximum amount on their reverse mortgage when 
you are younger, I mean there is a lot of movement going on in the 
program that makes it difficult. 

Our revisions to the program, which we would love to come back 
and explain to you or the Committee staff, we think will get the 
program back on track and I think you will appreciate it, it is very 
fiscally sound in terms of what we are working on right now. We 
hope to have something in the next, you know, 30 to 60 days to 
begin talking about. 

fha’s recovery rate 

Mr. Latham. Just to change the subject, still talking about fore- 
closures I guess, but the FHA’s recovery rate is about 40 cents on 
the dollar. And if you are Freddie Mac or Fannie Mae or in the pri- 
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vate sector, it is usually about 60 cents or more. Why, why are you 
so much lower? 

Mr. Stevens. So I think we are all seeing including the GSEs 
right now if you look at the current data are getting lower recovery 
rates, higher severity rates on their mortgage population. It is my 
view of why the FHA is, one, we are concentrated, we do lower dol- 
lar size loans. A lot of foreclosure costs are fixed costs, fixed dollar 
costs, and we have fixed dollar costs on a lower average loan 
amount. Our average loan amount today is about $175,000. GSEs 
are over $100,000 higher than that. 

So when you take recoveries and ex out the fixed cost portion of 
it our recovery rates are naturally going to be worse. We also tend 
to have concentrations in some pretty hard hit markets. I mean 
FHA was much more predominant in the Rust Belt. And, you 
know, as I said earlier, Michigan has proven itself to be, you know, 
it is a terrible market. Unemployment has wreaked havoc on home 
prices, our recovery rates in Michigan right now are running about 
5 percent. And that drags down, the number we have about 55,000 
mortgages or roughly something like that on an annualized basis 
in Michigan. So, you know, that is a hard hit market that actually 
weighs down the curve for the FHA portfolio, but we are all seeing 
more severities right now, and so is Freddie and Fannie. 

Mr. Latham. So what happens, and I guess the projection is, tell 
me if I am wrong, is you are looking at 85 to 100,000 more fore- 
closures this year? 

Mr. Stevens. Our actuarial studies forecast actually 125,000 
foreclosures for the fiscal year. We are actually running behind 
that right now. As you said, we are running about 7,000 a month, 
and that is actually, it is ramping up, we do expect to hit the 125, 
but we actually have less foreclosures to date than what the actu- 
arial study expected that we would have. We do expect to hit the 
full 125 on the year. I would articulate that that is included and 
all those losses were factored in to our capital reserve studies. So 
that is great news. 

Mr. Latham. That is factored in? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 


TARP FUNDS 

Mr. Latham. What is the difference between getting money from 
TARP or having Treasury? I mean you already got authorization 
for Treasury to, if you get into a deficit situation have Treasury 
write you a check. What is the difference between using TARP 
funds and having just Treasury write you a check? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, TARP funds under EESA just are not legally 
allowed to come to FHA. 

Mr. Latham. But you are asking for TARP funds. 

Mr. Stevens. We are not asking for any TARP funds. 

Mr. Latham. Well, potentially. 

Mr. Stevens. No TARP funds at all for FHA. There is no re- 
quest. The Short Refinance Program has some TARP funds that 
would go to a lender who puts in a claim and Treasury will pay 
a portion of that claim for the lender, leaving FHA’s risk slightly 
lower. But we are not getting any funds at all from TARP. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 
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Mr. Stevens. They will be paying a claim like a flood insurance 
policy or some other kind of insurance policy would pay a claim to 
a lender, we always pay the net of any other money that has been 
used to pay a claim. 

Mr. Latham. In that case why would you go after TARP funds? 

Mr. Stevens. Why would we ask for TARP funds on the Short 
Refi Program? Quite frankly because when we modeled it we had 
a wide range of risks that could potentially be associated with the 
Short Refinance Program. We looked at the extreme and we were 
unwilling to risk the FHA to take the burden of that risk to pay 
all the claim to a lender. If they originate a bad loan, TARP is step- 
ping in to provide some loss coverage to that lender which actually 
reduces our overall exposure. 

Mr. Latham. I guess my point is there is not anybody at FHA 
or any place in HUD I would hope that thinks that there is actu- 
ally money sitting there in TARP. 

Mr. Stevens. Even appropriations 

Mr. Latham. No, but you know, I do not care whether it comes 
out of this pocket or that pocket, we have got to borrow the money. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. Yeah, it is different. 

Mr. Latham. There is no money there. 

Mr. Stevens. As you know, though, as you know, the only thing 
I would articulate is that the original TARP money that was allo- 
cated is the original TARP money that is being spent. Granted, no- 
body put a check and deposited it into a checking account that is 
signed on. 

Mr. Latham. We have to go borrow it. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Latham. Right. Okay, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Berry. 

Mr. Berry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Commissioner, I am 
old enough I remember the time when you could not borrow the 
money to build a house in the county that I live in. The commercial 
banks which were pretty much the only source of the credit did not 
loan money to build houses, and if you did not have the money you 
just did not build them. And we suffered for many many years and 
worked through the state government and slowly through the Fed- 
eral government to try to improve the credit for housing, and ap- 
parently did a hell of a job, considering where we have ended up 
here where anybody at one time that wanted a loan could get it. 

Whether they could pay it back or not, that seemed to have very 
little bearing on all that. Listening to you this morning certainly 
does not give me any comfort. I am not trying to put the blame on 
you or burden you. If you are guilty of making the situation worse 
you will have to live with that. On down the road you will not need 
me to bring it up one way or the other. And I trust that you have 
got all these things in mind as you work through this mess that 
you have inherited. I am in agreement with the Chairman that 
there is not enough people in jail, in my opinion. 

I used to have a customer when I worked in the drug store and 
he would come to get his medicine, and he always thought it was 
too high and he said Jesse James rode a horse. We have had a lot 
of Jesse James operating in the housing markets and lots of the 
markets apparently, and very few of them have even been identi- 
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fied. And so I hope that you are continuing to do that. My question 
is this. FEMA is currently in the process and pretty well down the 
road in identifying new areas that they consider to be likely to 
flood. And they are requiring people that have not had to have 
flood insurance before to now add from $50 to $200 a month to 
their mortgage payments to pay flood insurance. 

FLOOD MAPS 

Now, the head of FEMA says that he is the CEO of the flood in- 
surance program and that his job is to make it fiscally sound. I do 
not doubt that, even though I question some of the authorities that 
he claims under the law. Is this having any impact on you all, and 
is it making it more difficult for your people that you have loaned 
money to or making it more likely for them to default? Can you an- 
swer any, do you have any knowledge of that? 

Mr. Stevens. You ask a very good question. I have been aware 
of flood map changes over the decades I have been in the business 
and how that ultimately causes homeowners to pay higher flood in- 
surance. And it actually is not a surprise to me that we would be 
revising that given some of the weather patterns and flooding that 
we have seen around the country. I am not aware of how the spe- 
cific impact is to FHA. If it is okay I would like to have my team 
go back and look and we will see what impacts the maps have. Ac- 
tually it is a question that we have not even thought about and 
something we should do is take the new maps and overlay them 
on the markets and look at what that does to the homeowners who 
are in those markets. 

Mr. Berry. Well, before I used the FEMA maps I would get 
somebody that knows that water runs downhill to evaluate them. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Stevens. Thank you. 

EHA FINANCING FOR NURSING FACILITIES/HOSPITALS 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Berry. Now you are going to leave 
it to me to filibuster until Mr. Latham comes back. Commissioner, 
under FHA you have a 232 and a 242 program. The 232 program, 
if I remember correctly, is for nursing homes, financing of nursing 
homes, and 242 is for financing of hospitals? 

Mr. Stevens. Correct. 

Mr. Olver. I suppose that the new healthcare legislation could 
have some impacts upon that but we will not know what those im- 
pacts will be for a number of years so that does not come into the 
game at all. But I have, anecdotally, and I confirmed the accuracy 
of the anecdotal evidence, that there is quite a backlog of requests 
under 232, and maybe on 242 as well, and I am curious exactly 
how many, if you know, how many requests there are and how ex- 
peditiously those get handled. If you can speak to that for a 
minute? 

Mr. Stevens. Sure, absolutely. So let me just give you a few 
background components. On the 232 program, last year we did 
about 100 transactions in the 232. 

Mr. Olver. A hundred? 

Mr. Stevens. A hundred transactions. 

Mr. Olver. In the 232. 
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Mr. Stevens. So far this year we have done 147. So, so far this 
year we have done 147, we have a backlog right now of 175 trans- 
actions of nursing homes that are in process. 

Mr. Olver. How many were a backlog when you first came in? 

Mr. Stevens. Much smaller. This is anecdotal, but I remember 
it was very small because I was tracking it, it was 30 to 40 or 
something like that. So it has increased significantly. 

Mr. Olver. So if you have done 100 in 2009 

Mr. Stevens. It is increasing significantly. 

Mr. Olver. And you have already done 147? 

Mr. Stevens. Correct. 

Mr. Olver. You say the backlog was much smaller? 

Mr. Stevens. No, the backlog is 175 right now. 

Mr. Olver. 175 now. 

Mr. Stevens. And was much smaller. 

Mr. Olver. Do you know how many had not been acted upon 
when you first came in, that were sitting there in the queue? 

Mr. Stevens. They are all in a queue and they all get done, it 
is just the queue has gotten longer so the turn times are greater. 

Mr. Olver. Why has the queue gotten that much longer in such 
a short period of time? 

Mr. Stevens. The queue has gotten longer, if you look at all our 
businesses, single family, our multifamily business, and our 
healthcare business, just like in the single family side, there is no 
capital available to finance, or limited capital available in the pri- 
vate sector, to finance any of these business lines. And so nursing 
homes previously which could go to private banks, Deutsche Bank, 
investors on Wall Street, who would finance these nursing homes 
and hospitals, today much of that financing is constrained. 

We have heard recently a big hospital story in New York that ul- 
timately not getting any financing and they had to shut down. This 
is a huge issue right now facing the lending industry both on the 
commercial and residential side, and 232 is no exception. So the 
reason why the nursing home volume is so high is simply because 
there is no alternative to finance these structures right now, and 
FHA needs to — if they can get FHA insurance on this structure a 
bank is willing to lend them money. Without the FHA insurance 
the bank will either not lend them money or lend it at such a high 
rate that that business would not cash flow and would have to shut 
down. 


NURSING HOME BACKLOG 

Mr. Olver. When did the privates stop lending? I mean it would 
seem to me that the pattern would be just a clogging without any- 
thing much being dealt with as one moved from 2007 into 2008, 
and then from 2008 into 2009 so that the number of those sitting 
waiting to be dealt with would be going up, but somehow it sounds 
as if the market — why are there so many more nursing homes com- 
ing into you now? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, here is what is happening, this is a commer- 
cial market issue, right? So a general financing in the commercial 
market is very constrained, and the nursing home environment, 
and similar with hospitals, most of these were financed through 
sort of commercial type lending vehicles that were on intermediate 
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term mortgages or balloon mortgages tied to short term financing. 
So they were like LIBOR based loans that ballooned in 5 years or 
3 years or 8 years. 

These loans are now, you know, as they come due, the lenders 
that originally had that financing will not lend any further. So now 
they are having to come to FHA to try to get FHA insurance. So 
we are just extraordinarily backlogged. By the way, in the multi- 
family side, we have already done more multifamily transactions 
this year, year to date, than we did all of last year. And in the sin- 
gle family side, you know about the demands on the single family, 
all of FHA, my entire organization, is running at, you know, max- 
imum capacity, some could say above maximum capacity. 

And so all the goods are constrained. That backlog in the nursing 
home organization is natural. I would tell you that between the 
2010 and what is in the 2011 plan, all of FHA has a 6 percent 
growth rate in personnel. For the healthcare organization, we are 
growing the healthcare group by 36 percent. So they are going to 
get a more significant increase in staffing than any of the other 
groups in terms of percentage increase. It is a 36 percent increase 
to try to deal with some of this backlog, but the backlogs will con- 
tinue and I am not going to expedite these transactions because 
there is too much risk associated with them. 

Mr. Olver. Am I recognizing correctly then that where in our 
original documentation or thinking about this you had 2 percent of 
the mortgages for a period of time on the housing side. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. And now you are up to 30 percent. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. So you were at even lower percentage probably of 
these healthcare issues couple of years ago, and you must be in the 
position where nothing except what gets through your process is 
getting done? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, fortunately it is not quite that extreme, but 
clearly our market share has definitely grown, our market share. 
But our market share has definitely grown in nursing homes, hos- 
pitals, and apartment buildings. And we are making a lot of 
changes there, just so you know. In the apartment building side we 
have added actually a bunch of credit policy changes like in single 
family to try to tighten up some of that market. And on the 
healthcare side, I have a pretty in depth scrutiny process that I 
personally engage in at certain insured amount levels where I per- 
sonally review the transaction. So it is a problem. There is a lack 
of capital, the nation is not lending in the private sector even on 
the commercial front or the residential front, and that is a real 
challenge. 

Mr. Olver. Well, my next question written down here on my 
sheet is, why has the processing been so slow on these loans? It 
sounds to me as if you are processing quite a few. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. That you were not, I mean you are way up in your 
total processing. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. 

Mr. Olver. And you have said you are not going to do these 
without looking at them carefully. 
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Mr. Stevens. That is right. 

Mr. Olver. And you are upping the staff. So you seem to he 
making some effort to reduce the back log, but you are the only 
game in town at the most present time for this stuff. 

Mr. Stevens. There you go. I would just tell you, I will not go 
through the steps, we have done a bunch of steps to make the proc- 
essing of the nursing homes quicker. I am not going to cut corners 
in terms of quality, and to your point, you know, there is a lot of 
impacts to nursing homes, and the one thing I would tell you, if 
a nursing home goes into default there is no other use for it, it be- 
comes an empty shell and the Government takes the full loss on 
those things, usually at pennies on the dollar when a nursing home 
fails. 

So, you know, my fiscal management background tells me that 
I will do everything I can from a process efficiency side, and we 
brought in process efficiency experts for our nursing home group, 
they have done a great job and we have actually improved some 
processing flows so that we can work the system better, but I am 
not cutting corners on what we review, in fact we are stepping up 
what we review. 

Mr. Olver. All right, well look, under the new health law, we are 
going to be doubling the number of community health centers. 
Some nursing homes, if they were in the right places, and that 
would be only randomly so, but in some cases they might be per- 
fectly good places to do community health centers. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. If you are lucky enough to fund those and then they 
may have a different use, an additional usage. 

Mr. Stevens. Yes, right. 

FHA STAFFING NEED 

Mr. Olver. All right, we have upped the staffing in total for 
these programs quite a bit over the last 2 or 3 years. Do you think 
you have the personnel necessary to be able to deal with this? 

Mr. Stevens. Here is how I would answer the question. One 
thing FHA, one thing my Department has not done well is hire the 
people that you have given us in past years. When I walked into 
the job in July the fiscal year was ending in just a few months and 
we were woefully behind in a hiring process to get our group fully 
staffed in a timely way. Now, this year, my team, and I brought 
in a new General Deputy Assistant Secretary to help manage it 
who manages like a pit bull on a project, we are right on target 
to get everybody hired. 

I think, are we rightly staffed? I think, you know, if we were 
going to maintain these kinds of volume levels in all our business 
lines for the long term foreseeable future I would probably be, you 
know, banging the drum saying we need to really relook at how 
this whole group gets managed. I do not anticipate that any of 
these business lines will stay at these levels, I think private capital 
will come back and help us shrink on our own, it needs to come 
back. 

But at the level, all I would tell you right now is, we will get the 
group hired, I think we can manage the process. We may get some 
complaints that we are not processing nursing homes quick enough 



438 


for some areas, but you know, these are delicate and very complex 
actual financial structures with different owners and operators and 
very unique kinds of financial statements and odd ways of reserv- 
ing and managing inflation. These are things we need to carefully 
look at. So I think we are okay. 

Mr. Olver. Sometimes I get myself in trouble by asking ques- 
tions about how one is going to use staff, but we do not know just 
when there is going to be a new budget so you should not hold your 
breath, but I suppose you could shift people if there is a case to 
be made for handling more expeditiously in these areas. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. I do not know how big, I know roughly how big, it 
looks like it is sizeable in the nursing home, I do not know in the 
hospital cases. Not very large, I take it. 

Mr. Stevens. No, in hospitals we have done, just we have six 
current hospitals in process right now, but they are big. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Mr. Latham. 

RISKS TO FHA’S portfolio 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You are well aware 
more so than anyone else probably, that, you know, the FHA’s role 
in the past as far as guaranteeing what you could say questionable 
loans. And someone, you know, your risk management background, 
where did they go wrong? Where did FHA go wrong? And probably 
the follow up to that is, what are you doing differently? 

Mr. Stevens. So I come from the private sector, so sometimes I 
am not politically correct, and I apologize for this. 

Mr. Latham. God bless you, you are the only person we talk 
to 

Mr. Stevens. The thing that I looked at from the outside is I do 
not think anybody really understood the industry, I do not think 
anybody saw the risks that were going on in the market, and I do 
not think there was a concerted effort to try to manage that risk. 
And from my perspective 

Mr. Latham. Is that confined just to FHA, or I mean you look 
at Freddie Mac, Fannie Mae? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, look, Freddie and Fannie and the Wall Street 
thing, that is a whole other discussion which we could all debate, 
but that is a lot of smart people with an esoteric knowledge skill 
that nobody stopped and said, hey, are you sure those models are 
right? FHA was really a different story. We all knew. I knew from 
the outside, I testified about it from the private sector when we 
were talking about seller funded down payment assistance loans. 
I ran a company, I would not allow my company to do seller funded 
down payment assistance loans and all our loan officers complained 
because we would not let them do them. 

You know, institutions took advantage of FHA, certain products 
like seller funded DPA performed terribly, a 34 percent cumulative 
default rate. That product alone is going to cost FHA an estimated 
$10.4 billion in the years to come, which is really, that alone, if we 
did not have that single product we would not have had the capital 
call that became such a crisis over the last many months. So, you 
know, in my opinion, you know, we need to have professionals who 
understand finance. 
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We are running a large financial services company, we are run- 
ning the biggest insurance company in the world right now, and we 
need experts who have that skill to be able to run this size of a 
business. And my worry of that is that as we think about future 
Administrations, no matter who is in the Office, this cannot be a 
job that people put friends in or try to take care of people, it has 
got to be experts who have that acumen to be able to run this orga- 
nization. And fortunately, you know. Secretary Donovan, he pulled 
me in from the private sector, I declined the job several times be- 
fore, he said he would not take no for an answer. 

But, you know, I brought in, my Chief Risk Officer who I brought 
in has an extraordinary reputation in the industry, and he is, you 
know, thoughtful and conservative, and he is watching this place 
like a hawk. I mean that is the kind of skill sets we ultimately 
need to run this place. And I think fortunately now we have got 
the right team in place and we are going to get our arms around 
this risk and we are going to get capital reserves back up over 2 
percent, and, you know, hopefully we will leave this thing on a bet- 
ter course going forward with risk reporting and data accuracies 
and things of that sort that just did not exist here before. 

Mr. Latham. And there is a lot of people that can do much better 
on the outside and personally financially, I mean it has got to be 
a real hit for a lot of people coming out of that industry. 

Mr. Stevens. It was a massive reduction. But honestly, it was 
the most exciting time you could ever come in, and we were all 
worried about FHA and we wanted to come in. 

Mr. Latham. This is exciting? 

Mr. Stevens. I think it is exciting. I mean it is terrible, but we 
will all look back and remember this time period that we all to- 
gether marshaled through and hopefully we will be better off. 

FHA RESERVES 

Mr. Latham. If legislative changes are not enacted, how soon will 
FHA become insolvent if market conditions do not change, and how 
do we protect FHA? And also I guess the follow up, if the interest 
rates start going up, which a lot of people predict the end of this 
year or next year. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Latham. What impact is that going to have on your re- 
serves? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes. So, interestingly, it is sort of odd how interest 
rates could actually help us maybe a little bit if they were to go 
up. They also help if they go down in a different way. So let me 
start with, if you look at, this is really too soon to say anything. 

Mr. Latham. You become very political. 

Mr. Stevens. I know, but I could give a technical answer on 
both. Higher interest rates help actually the reserves because all 
our capital reserves earn interest, and if the discount rate is better 
we just are going to get a better return and that actually draws 
a lot of money into the capital reserve. One of the impacts of the 
CBO scoring, why it is worse than the 0MB budget that was sub- 
mitted, is because they are assuming a significantly higher prepay- 
ment rate on our mortgages, that our mortgages are going to be 
paid much faster on an annualized basis, which means we will not 
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recognize the insurance premiums off of these mortgages today and 
they will turn over. 

And if rates to up that prepayment rate will drop significantly, 
the loans will never prepay, and so that would change the CBO 
scoring. I am not asking anybody to redo the math but I think they 
would acknowledge that. So it is just, you know, to some degree 
higher rates actually will mean that the loans on the books will 
stay longer, it is a very high quality book. It will also mean we 
probably have inflation meaning the market is recovering and so 
home values will be on the right path. 

So that actually could be helpful. It would reduce the new pre- 
mium coming in from future books because I think it will probably 
stall volume a little bit, particularly refinance volume. So there is 
a bit of a tradeoff, and we look at how those things impact the 
overall portfolio. Here is what I would just say about the forecast. 
We are razor thin on the capital reserve. In terms of real capital, 
we reserve for 30 years worth of losses, so even if the capital re- 
serve would go to zero we still have $30 billion in a financing ac- 
count which is held separately, and separate line item and shows 
up in the budget as a separate line item. 

And that, it would take years to actually erode those real dollars. 
However, you know, anything could tip this thing back, and so that 
is why it is so important to get our premium increases into market, 
get the policy changes into market, and hope that home prices and 
the market stabilization occurs so that we end up better off. Where 
we are at today, our capital today is over $32 billion. We are actu- 
ally higher than when we were — when we announced our dropping 
below minimum levels in October, and we are much better than we 
were in 2009 in total capital in reserve. 

In terms of delinquency rates, our 30-, 60-, 90-day delinquency 
rates dropped in January and dropped again in February. So our 
real delinquency rates are actually improving. Now, I think it is a 
short-term anomaly, some others think, optimists about FHA on 
the outside think that our changes may be impacting that. I think 
a lot of it has to do with home price values and employment. You 
know, the reality is home prices are the single biggest driver, HPI 
forecasting, is the single biggest driver to the FHA risk. 

If we are stabilizing, which right now home prices have dropped 
less than what we forecasted so far this year. If we do not go into 
a double dip and home prices are stable and actually begin to rise, 
I can say right now that FHA’s future will be a great story to tell. 
If we go back into a double dip, home prices decline further, FHA’s 
capital reserves are margin thin, we cannot afford to have that 
strong a drop. All actuarial studies, the independent study, even 
CBO’s budget says that we are going to actually produce positive 
profits or receipts to the Government, and CBO’s is the most con- 
servative look we have seen on any of the forecasts. 

But to your point, and we have all done forecasting in different 
ways, there are a lot of variables at stake. I do think the changes 
we made are critical, and getting this piece of legislation through, 
which has bipartisan support which has been, you know, great on 
both sides between Congresswoman Waters and Capita supporting 
this effort. You know, this is an important piece of legislation to 
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get this huge business within the United States government back 
on track. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Do you have additional questions? 

Mr. Latham. Yes, when are we leaving? 

CBO’S ESTIMATES 

Mr. Olver. Well, I am wondering at this point, with your discus- 
sion about interest rates going up and what happens if interest 
rates go up or if they go down, and then the other thing that has 
already escaped me again in the last few minutes of something else 

that you were 1 am wondering whether the CBO estimates and 

your differences with CBO on the scoring, how they depend upon 
the two interest rate issues. Maybe you explained that, but it just 
escaped me along the way. Which is better for this Subcommittee, 
let’s put it that way? 

Mr. Stevens. The two biggest differences — ^by the way, 0MB dif- 
fered with us with our actuarial, so everybody, good smart analysts 
will come up with different conclusions, I think we all know that 
pretty well. The 0MB budget, that ultimately the President’s 
Budget submitted, was over, you know, five and a half billion 
roughly in terms of net receipts from the FHA program in the 2011 
fiscal budget. The CBO’s study is, you know, about a billion and 
a half And so that is a big difference. Both are positive in receipts 
but that is a big difference. 

The two biggest drivers in the CBO that we noticed that are dif- 
ferent in their work that was done were based on, one, prepayment 
speeds, and they expect much higher prepayment rates on our 
mortgages which is purely interest rate driven. So the number one 
thing that is going to drive prepayment speeds higher is rates drop, 
everybody refinances off and goes somewhere else, and you never 
get that premium on your balance sheet. So that is their — the pre- 
payment speeds is one huge impact. 

The other is they are predicting much higher severity rates than 
what we modeled, so that we are going to have even higher loss 
rates than what were currently seen on the book of business, and 
that is really a fundamental relationship with home prices. And all 
I can tell you is, at least so far year to date, home prices are per- 
forming much better than even we forecasted, which was more lib- 
eral than I would guess others have. And it is interesting that even 
the CBO forecast actually has a better home price forecast than we 
had, but they still are forecasting worse severity rates on the FHA 
portfolio. 

So while we have not gotten inside as to why that is, I am sure 
they have, you know, very sound judgment in terms of their view, 
and groups will differ on the analytics. But, you know, it is inter- 
esting just purely that impact of interest rates has a direct impact 
to the budget. So, you know, the thing I would step back to say is, 
so far much of the data we are seeing is actually better than what 
we even had in our actuarial study. 

Mr. Olver. But you also in your testimony said that you stand 
by your basic estimates, of what that ought to be. So if you sort 
of think that if all things go well that those will prove out in the 
long run maybe? 
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Mr. Stevens. Yes. Well you know, it is funny, I talk to econo- 
mists all the time. 

Mr. Olver. Maybe not in my lifetime. 

Mr. Stevens. Well, I talk to economists all the time and I am 
sure they have testified here and you have talked to them, econo- 
mists are only as good as the data they have today. If something 
significant changes in the economy for better or for worse, you are 
going to change the forecast. Right now, everything — I am not 
dancing, I mean I think that is a real answer, and the reality is 
that right now all the data we are seeing is actually slightly better 
than what the actuarial was bid on. So we stand by our actuarial 
study and what our forecast is, and that is correct. From a budget 
standpoint we stand by what the 0MB and the President’s budget 
was submitted. 

Mr. Olver. Yes. Well finally the other question came to my — I 
messed up that question. I had heard you talking about interest 
rates going up and interest rates going down, and then you talked 
about going back into a double dip and what that might mean in 
terms of loss of your margins. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. Of your 2 percent. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. 

Mr. Olver. That one versus the economy going forward. 

Mr. Stevens. Right. 

Mr. Olver. And it seems to me when you take those two binary 
situations, you have four different options out of combinations, and 
I was actually trying to be somewhat facetious but not totally so, 
in trying to see if you could sort out for me what the correct mov- 
ing parts were going to be best for this Subcommittee. That is what 
I had in my mind at that point. 

Mr. Stevens. I hate to say this, but the three moving parts 
which are going to have impact will be interest rate forecasts — and 
we would have to think about what is better, higher or lower, 
George and I could discuss that a little bit and maybe talk it over — 
I think for the CBO budget probably higher rates might actually 
be better for us. I would have to think about that, so it depends 
on how much it impacts volume. 

Mr. Olver. Oh, I am glad that you do not know the precise an- 
swer. 

Mr. Stevens. Well, you know, the precise answer is, because 
higher rates will stop the runoff so you will not have the prepay- 
ment rates, but it will also slow your volume and so you will not 
have new premium coming in, and that correlation is very sen- 
sitive, and I would be interested to see what CBO would think 
about, if we did higher rates it would take away their prepayment 
concerns most likely, but it may also curtail the new premium com- 
ing in, and that is where analysts get into — that is why you have 
such disparity. 

Mr. Olver. I am sorry I asked the question. 

Mr. Stevens. I am sorry for giving such a complex answer. 

Mr. Olver. Do you have anything else to say, do you want to 
continue for a second here? 

Mr. Latham. Well, no, I just want to commend you. I think Sec- 
retary Donovan, I am very pleased that he insisted that you go to 
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work here, because I think you are someone who really gets it and 
I appreciate that very much. I still have real concern about the 
Short Refinancing Program, about the moral hazards involved and 
some of the reaction that you may have in the marketplace, people 
abusing it. But I think you are someone if it can work you will 
make it work. So I appreciate it very much and your testimony 
today. 

Mr. Stevens. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Olver. I could reiterate exactly the same thing. I appreciate 
the comment from the Ranking Member. I feel that if I were to 
spend, I do not know how much time, but I have a feeling that if 
I spend a certain amount of time as a fly on the back of your coat, 
I might learn about this whole system, which would ease my anx- 
iety. Thank you very much for the service that you are giving us 
and thank you for your testimony today. 

Mr. Stevens. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. We will end the hearing. 
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!. We recognize that the FHA’s volume jump from less than 2% of all loans to more than 
30/'4 of all loans is a temporary state. When does FHA anticipate returning to a more 
sustainable volume level, and what is a long-term, sustainable volume for the FHA? 

.Answer: FHA will continue to serve its countercyclical role as the housing market 
recovers. .Historically, FHA’s volume has fluctuated in re.sponse to economic conditions 
with an average market share close to 15 percent during more stable periods in between 
real estate cycles. The variety of changes currently underway in the mortgage market as 
well as future comprehensive reform of the GSEs will potentially influence FHA’s long- 
term role, mission, and volume in the mortgage industry. 


2. What would the economy have looked like over the past three years, .had FHA not been 
ready to provide that countercyclical liquidity in the market? 

Answer: FH A has played an important role in the stabilization of the housing market and 
broader economy by providing liquidity to qualified borrowers as well as assisting with 
Ibreclosure prevention through FHA’s variety of loss mitigation options. This has enabled 
the preservation or creation of employment opportumtie.s in the real estate, home 
improvement, mortgage finance, and related industries; many new homeowners have been 
created (almost 80 percent of FHA-insured loans are to first time hornebuyers); smd 
many families have been able to avoid foreclosure and remain in their homes, helping to 
stabilize communities. 


,1. How do the loans that FHA has insured in the past 2 years compare to the loans of 5-7 
years ago? 


Answer: In the fiscal years 2003 - 2005 period, FHA saw its single family insurance volumes 
decline each year, with a final bottoming-out in fiscal year 2006. Those were the years of the 
housing boom, when the subprime market substantially replaced FHA for borrowers who did not 
qualify for prime, conventional market loans guaranteed by Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac. During 
that time, 40 percent of FHA borrowers had FICO scores under 620, and over 30 percent of its 
purchase loan.s had seller-funded dowTipayment assistance. Because house prices were rising 
rapidly during this time period, borrowers with FHA-insured mortgages often had opportunities 
to refinance into conventional products without any required mortgage insurance. This run-off of 
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the existing portfolio exacerbated low endorsement volumes, leaving FHA with a much higher- 
risk portfolio than had existed previously. The fiscal years 2003-2005 cohorts continued to 
enjoy house price appreciation through calendar year 2006 and, in some areas, into calendar 
2007. Thus, they have performed much better than loans originated in 2007 or 2008. 

By contrast, fiscal years 2009 and 2010 are years in which there is no subprime market and 
private capital for prime, conventional lending has not been available for borrowers with less 
than stellar credit and who do not have at least a 10 percent equity stake in their home. As a 
result, FHA’s endorsements, market share, and insurance-in-force all reached record levels in 
2009. While new endorsements today are occurring during an economic recession, borrower 
credit quality is much higher than FHA has experienced in the past, with nearly half of all 
borrowers now having FICO scores over 700, and less than 2 percent having scores under 620. 
FHA endorsements of refinance loans appear to have peaked in 2009, while purchase-loan 
volumes continue to rise in 2010. To date, the early claim rates on the fiscal year 2009 book-of- 
business are better even than fiscal years 2005 or 2006. On the horizon, private mortgage 
insurers are starting to re-open their business in States previously marked as declining markets, 
and for borrowers with equity stakes between 5 and 1 0 percent. Thus, FHA may start to see some 
slippage in borrower credit quality in the months ahead. 

4. Please describe the steps that FHA has taken to increase lender enforcement. 

Answer: Please see response below. 

FHA’s Lender Enforcement Activities related to the overall Counterparty Risk Strategy 

• Helping Homeowners Save their Homes Act of 2009 provided much needed support in the 
ability to combat mortgage fraud, and enhance oversight of FHA-approved lenders. 

Lender Approval and Recertification Process 

• Issued regulation to increase the net worth requirements of FHA-approved lenders 

o To ensure that FHA lenders are sufficiently capitalized to meet potential needs, all 
new lenders must possess a minimum net worth of $1 million. 

• Strengthened lender approval criteria 

o Loan Correspondents (Mortgage Brokers) will no longer be eligible for FHA 
approval. FHA-approved lenders that chose to work with brokers will assume 
complete responsibility and accountability for the origination and underwriting of 
FHA-insured loans. 

• Made lenders liable for the oversight of mortgage brokers 

o FHA expects its approved lenders to implement Quality Control plans that ensure 
appropriate measures are implemented to effectively oversee mortgage brokers or 
third party originators’ origination activities 

• S.A.F.E. Act registration 

o FHA will have the ability to evaluate new applicants and lenders seeking 

recertification against a nationwide database to ensure those originating FHA loans 
are properly licensed in the states in which they operate. 
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Lender Monitoring and Enforcement 


• Monitoring reviews are conducted in order to discover deficiencies related to origination, 
underwriting and servicing of FHA-insured loans. FHA has placed a heightened focus on 
servicing with emphasis in foreclosure prevention efforts, increasing loss mitigation activities 
and reducing losses. Five lenders have been targeted (Wells Fargo, Bank of America, Chase 
Mortgage, CitiMortgage and Midland Mortgage) to be reviewed during the 3"* quarter. This 
will help to ensure that emerging market risks are effectively managed and mitigated in an 
effort to restore the insurance fund’s capital reserve ratio to its congressionally mandated 
requirement. 

• FHA’s lender monitoring efforts are geared toward aggressively detecting abusive and 
fraudulent lending practices. 

Referrals 


• Suspected fraud discovered through FHA’s monitoring efforts is referred to the Office of 
Inspector General. 

• Below is the referral activity for the past 3 years: 


YTDFY 2010' 

FY 2009 

FY 2008 

693 

911 

750 


October 1 , 2009 through May 3 1 , 20 1 0 


• Instances that fall short of fraud may warrant other actions (i.e. indemnifications, limited 
denial of participation, suspensions, debarment, etc.) 

• Below is data that represents the number of cases referred to the Mortgagee Review Board 
(MRB): 


MRB Actions 

YTD FY2010' 

FY 2009 

FY 2008 

Notices of Violation 

2,081 

1.899 

770 

MRB Cases 

1,273 

593 

95 

Withdrawal of Approval 

1,095 

268 

27 

Suspension 

1 

6 

1 

Settlement Agreement 

177 

319 

67 


' October 1 , 2009 through May 31,2010 


• As of May 3 1 , 20 1 0, FHA has withdrawn approval for nearly 1 , 1 00 lenders that failed to 
adhere to FHA’s origination, underwriting, servicing or recertification requirements. 

Credit Watch Termination Initiative 


• FHA continues to aggressively exercise its authority to terminate lenders’ origination 
authority through its Credit Watch Termination Initiative. 

• Below is data that represents the number of Branches where the lenders origination authority 
was terminated: 
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Quarter Ending 

Proposed 

Termination 

Final 

Termination 

Decision 

Final Withdrawals 

December 2009 

48 

44 

4 

September 2009 

48 

40 

8 

June 2009 

33 

29 

4 

March 2009 

31 

25 

6 

December 2008 

19 

16 

3 

September 2008 

33 

22 

11 

June 2008 

12 

9 

3 

March 2008 

11 

10 

1 


• As part of the new Counterparty Risk Strategy, FHA expanded its Credit Watch Termination 
Initiative to include not only the originator of the loans but also the lender that made the 
underwriting decision. 

• Mortgagee Letter 2010-03 issued January 2 1 , 201 0 advised that HUD may terminate a Direct 
Endorsement lender approved to underwrite FHA-insured loans in an area where the 
mortgagee’s default and claim rates exceed the established Credit Watch Termination 
thresholds. 

• FHA has exercised this authority during the past two quarters (December 2009 and March 

2010 ). 

Industry Outreach 


• HUD firmly believes that the first line of protection against fraudulent and predatory lending 
practices is an informed industry. We have collaborated with industry trade groups, lenders 
and agencies by participating in a series of local and regional roundtable discussions; 

o National Reverse Mortgage Lender Association Webinar - 1/1 1/2010 
o Federal Trade Commission Federal and State Reverse Mortgage Law Enforcement 
Working Group - February 25, 2010 

o National Reverse Mortgage Association Conference, Philadelphia- April 21, 2010 
and Washington, DC - June 8, 2010 

o MBA’s Government Housing Conference, New York- May 25, 2010 
o American Conference Institute Nation Reverse Mortgage Compliance Forum - 
Scheduled for July 2010 
Transformation Initiative - Risk and Fraud 


• The ever-increasing need for FHA to augment its anti-fraud product arsenal requires early- 
warning detection tools and system enhancements. One important component of FHA’s fraud 
detection initiatives is the solicitation for acquisition of risk mitigation and fraud 
detection/prevention services under the broader FHA Transformation Initiative. A Request 
For Proposal was issued May 6’^’, and is due back by June 25"'. 

• This initiative covers three different ftmctional areas: 
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o Counterparty Risk Management - This initiative will aggregate information from 
various systems and database into a single platform. It will facilitate data sharing and 
information exchange across process area stovepipes throughout FHA. It will 
calculate risk metrics applicable to the broad area of lender activity across FHA and 
specifically within respective program offices, 
o Analytical Consulting Services - This initiative will consist of acquiring robust, 
scalable MDM/BI consulting services in order to establish and maintain a lifecycle 
for business intelligence implementation within the FHA environment. The emphasis 
of this acquisition is to enhance capabilities for loan level risk and fraud detection and 
pre-loan endorsement risk mitigation, 

o Consulting and Contract Resources for Loan File Review - The focus of this 

initiative is to assist with evaluating the impacts of updating process changes related 
to improving targeting methodology for loan-level Post Endorsement Technical 
Reviews and pre-claim file review services. 

Mortgage Fraud Cases 

• Financial Mortgage USA - Hawaii - Quality Assurance Division performed a lender 
review of Financial USA, a HECM lender in Hawaii, and discovered that the owner of 
Financial USA and an annuities company, solicited HECMs to Hawaiian seniors. The full 
amount of available HECM funds of $350,000 and placed it into an annuity. The annuities 
froze the senior’s funds for over 20 years, with a maturity date of seniors reaching the age of 
102 years old. The annuities also had penalties whereby the senior would be penalized 20 
percent during the first year for any withdrawals, 19 percent in year two and so forth. On 
October 23, 2009, the case was presented to the MRB and resulted in a permanent 
withdrawal of the lender, maximum Civil Money Penalties and a press release, 

• Mortgage One - Quality Assurance Division (QAD) received a complaint from a tipster 
stating that a child’s mother, and a realtor, Yvonne Goytia used her minor to qualify for a 
mortgage. The case was referred to the Office of Inspector General (OIG) on March 1 5, 

2000. QAD and OIG continuously worked on this case for over eight years. The efforts 
resulted in a prosecution and sentencing of various defendants million of dollars in 
restitution. 

5. This subcommittee has been very specific with FHA over the past three years that its 
information technology systems and personnel systems needed a great deal of 
improvement. To that end, we asked FHA to engage in more planning on the information 
technology and personnel fronts. Please describe your efforts in planning on these fronts. 

Answer: FHA has planned and acted to respond to rapidly changing needs in the mortgage 
market over the past 3 years. Begiiuiing in 2008, rapidly increasing activity in the Single 
Family mortgage insurance program challenged the capacity of FHA information 
technology systems. Based upon operating experience at that time, FHA’s and HUD’s 
management responded with immediate steps to increase capacity in the information 
technology systems directly affected, including: 
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• Upgrades to the Unisys infrastructure supporting Single Family mortgage applications 
and endorsements 

• Unisys CPU upgrade from 400 MIPS to 475 MIPS 

• Unisys CPU upgrade from 475 MIPS to 725 MIPS 

• Workstation Upgrades in the Home Ownership Centers 

• Completed tech refresh Denver 

• Completed tech refresh Philadelphia 

• Completed tech refresh Santa Ana 

• Completed a workstation tech refresh in Atlanta 

• Network Upgrades 

• Upgraded the Santa Ana to Charleston circuit to 2.5 Mbps 

• Upgraded the Philadelphia to Charleston circuit to 2.5 Mbps 

• Upgraded the Denver to Charleston circuit to 2.5 Mbps 

• Upgrade the Atlanta to Charleston circuit to 3.0 Mbps 

• Internet Capacity 

• Capacity increased at Charleston from 35Mbps to 45 Mbps 

• Capacity increased at SunGard (Philadelphia) from 35Mbps to 45 Mbps 

• Capacity increased at Charleston from 45Mbps to 60 Mbps 

• Capacity increased at SunGard (Philadelphia) from 45Mbps to 60 Mbps 

In 2008, FHA also commissioned a longer term study of risks in IT infrastructure capacity and 
other institutional capabilities, including personnel, relating to the Single Family program (“Risk 
Capacity Study: Single Family Housing Application and Endorsement Processes, February 2 , 
2009”). Capacity improvements were implemented in parallel with study progress. 

FHA’s experience during 2008 and early 2009 demonstrated that not only IT infrastructure, but 
also FHA’s software applications and business processes needed to be transformed in order to 
provide the agility and capacity needed by our rapidly changing housing and health care 
markets. In February 2009, FHA initiated work on a comprehensive planning effort for the 
transformation of information technology systems and program business processes to respond to 
the challenge. 

In parallel with the strategic planning effort, FHA continued during 2009 and 2010 to update and 
increase capacity in information technology systems to keep pace with national needs. Among 
other improvements in 2009 and 2010, FHA and HUD have: 

• Upgraded the Unisys and IBM infrastructures supporting all FHA programs 

• Unisys CPU upgrade from 725 MIPS to 1 ,000 MIPS 
. IBM CPU upgrade from 449 to 63 1 MIPS 

• Increased data storage capacity 

• 50 Terabytes of storage added in 2009 

• 200 Terabytes of storage added in 20 1 0 

• Invested in personnel productivity tools 

• Webcast capability to enhance outreach and communication capacity across 
HUD 

• SharePoint capacity to improve project oversight and collaboration across 
HUD 
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• Web 2.0 and social networking capabilities to communicate more effectively 
with HUD stakeholders 

The strategic planning effort initiated in February 2009 yielded the “Housing/FHA IT Strategy 
and Improvement Plan,” delivered to the Congress in August 2009, This Plan has set the stage 
for FHA information system technology improvements for the future. The Plan identified FHA 
systems as potentially the biggest constraint on FHA’s ability to rapidly and effectively adjust to 
rapidly changing needs in the nation’s housing and health care environments. The IT Plan 
scored and ranked IT and process initiatives across multiple lines of business w'ithin FHA (e.g.. 
Single Family, Multifamily, Healthcare Facilities) for targeted execution. In addition, the IT plan 
provided both low and high cost estimates for all potential initiatives, and an overall notional 
(not final) project plan for sequenced execution. Given the passage of HUD’s fiscal year 2010 
Appropriation, which includes specific funds for FHA Transformation, FHA is now focusing on 
executing the priority elements identified in the Plan. 

FHA is currently working to execute the Plan with three guiding principles: ( 1 ) deliver value 
added solutions that minimize risk to the vitality of the FHA; (2) scope Transformation 
Initiatives into manageable increments to ensure success; and (3) establish milestones and 
deliver on commitments. With these core principles in mind, FHA Transformation is comprised 
of 5 focus areas that address both immediate and longer-term busine.ss requirements: 

1 . The Risk and Fraud Initiative; 

2. Multi-family Business Process Reengineering (BPR) and subsequent execution; 

3. The Automated Underwriting System Initiative; 

4. The FHA Infrastructure Initiative ; and 

5. Operationalizing the LEAN Healthcare Initiative. 

6. Flow many HECM mortgages is FHA insuring in fiscal year 2010? 

Answer: Through May 2010, FHA has endorsed a total of 55,31 0 HECM mortgages with 
a total maximum claim amount of slightly over $15 billion. Given current trends where we 
have seen some softening in demand, it would not be unreasonable to expect volume in the 
remaining months of the fiscal year to run slightly under the pace for the previous 8 
months, with overall endorsements in the $20 billion to $21 billion range. 

7. When does FHA anticipate bringing its capital reserve account above the 2% threshold 
that is mandated by Congress? 

Answer: Based on the independent actuarial studies performed last year, the MMI capital 
ratio was projected to return to 2 percent in fiscal year 2013. Under the more pessimistic 
economic forecasts of the President’s Budget for fiscal year201 1, the projected premium 
rate increases for FHA are necessary for fiscal year 201 3 to still be the projected timeframe 
for the return to a 2 percent capital ratio. 
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8. How many loans are awaiting review at HUD for the 232 program? 

Answer: 206 applications are in the queue awaiting to be assigned to an underwriter, 49 
applications are being processed by underwriters and are classified (in the Lean Process) as 
in “firm review.” 

9. How many FTEs are dedicated to reviewing 232 loan applications? How does this 
number compare to the number of staff working on these loans for the past 1 0 years? 

Answer: At the current time, approximately 3 1 FTEs are devoted to reviewing and 
processing 232 loan applications. 

Previously this program was administered through the Office of Multifamily Housing which is 
also responsible for more than a dozen other major loan guarantee programs and is not organized 
and staffed in a manner that can be readily compared to our current organization. 

10. How many FTEs has HUD hired in FHA since FY08? Please list the number of 
employees in FHA for FY08, FY09, and FYIO. 

Answer: We anticipate that the Office of Housing will have an increase of 232 
employees from the beginning of fiscal year 2008 through the end of fiscal year 2010: 

Office of Housing 
Employees On Board 



Start 

End 

FY 2008 

3,012 

3,164 

FY 2009 

3,164 

3,124 

FY 2010 

3,124 

3,244 
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Chairman Olver’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Olver. The subcommittee will come to order. 

It is an unfortunate fact that I am able to state without hyper- 
bole that the condition of housing and transportation infrastructure 
on many Indian reservations is appalling. 

In 2003, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights estimated that 
there was an immediate need for 200,000 units of new housing 
within Indian communities and that more than one out of five Na- 
tive Americans experience severe housing needs. Conversely, bil- 
lions in backlogged maintenance on Indian roads and bridges con- 
tribute to a fatality rate that is more than three times the national 
average. 

In order to help us understand how the Federal Government can 
better address the basic needs of tribal communities, we will be 
hearing testimony from the Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment and the Department of Transportation on their respec- 
tive fiscal year 2011 budget requests related to funding in Indian 
country. 

Specifically, I would like to welcome Sandra Henriquez, the As- 
sistant Secretary for Public and Indian Housing from HUD; Roger 
Boyd, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Native American Pro- 
grams at HUD; Greg Nadeau, from DOT, the deputy administrator 
of the Federal Highway Administration; John Baxter, from the 
DOT, associate administrator for Federal Lands Highway Program; 
and then, on my far right, Jefferson Keel, president of the National 
Congress of American Indians. 

Now, first and foremost, I am interested in hearing what 
progress we have made with the funds provided for your programs 

(453) 
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in the Recovery Act. I would like to know about where we are with 
distributing these funds and how they are meeting the needs in In- 
dian country. I am also interested in hearing about what insight 
you have gained from these funds, especially with the quick obliga- 
tion timelines and the competition for funds in the Native Amer- 
ican Housing Block Grant. I particularly would like to hear about 
any lessons that we have learned that can now be applied to our 
regular yearly programs. 

Second, the subcommittee required that HUD use some of its 
funding for the Transformation Initiative to conduct a new housing 
assessment of Native American communities. Such data are crucial 
to understanding the need as well as how to better focus Federal 
investments to ensure tribal authorities deliver quality projects on 
time and without waste. Another item we want to see from the 
Transformation Initiative is HUD’s study and demonstration on the 
use of sustainable building practices on Native American land. 

And I might add that, in particular, the data that I mentioned 
from the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights is most of a decade old 
now, and it is about time we had some new data. And I think that 
it is important that we do that. Maybe our census will provide that 
also very well. 

In addition, I look forward to discussing how HUD and DOT can 
provide technical assistance to build the capacity of tribal agencies. 
It is oftentimes the tribes that are most in need of Federal trans- 
portation and housing resources that tend to have the most dif- 
ficulty submitting grant applications and successfully managing 
projects due to a lack of expertise or fiscal resources. 

Finally, I want to express my concern that HUD’s budget request 
proposes cutting Native American Block Grants by $120 million, or 
roughly 17 percent. This subcommittee has repeatedly stated its 
strong commitment to the program and believes there are signifi- 
cant opportunities to address the infrastructure deficiencies and re- 
duce high unemployment rates. 

With that, let me recognize the ranking member, Mr. Latham, 
for his comments. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement of Chairman John W. Olver 
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Communities and the FY 2011 Budget Request 
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It is an unfortunate fact that I am able to state without hyperbole that the 
condition of housing and transportation infrastructure on many Indian 
reservations is appalling. In 2003, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
estimated that there was an immediate need for 200,000 units of new 
housing within Indian communities and that more than one out of five 
Native Americans experience severe housing needs. Conversely, 
billions in backlogged maintenance on Indian roads and bridges 
contribute to a fatality rate that is more than three times the national 
average. 


In order to help us understand how the federal government can better 
address the basic needs of tribal communities, we will be hearing 
testimony on the Department of Housing and Urban Development and 
the Department of Transportation’s respective fiscal year 201 1 budget 
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requests related to funding in Indian Country. Specifically I’d like to 
welcome; 

• Sandra Henriquez, HUD, Assistant Secretary for Public and Indian 
Housing; 

• Rodger Boyd, HUD, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Native American 
Programs; 

• Gregory Nadeau, DOT, Deputy Administrator of the Federal 
Highway Administration 

• John Baxter, DOT, Associate Administrator for Federal Lands 
Highway Program; and 

• Jefferson Keel, President, National Congress of the American 
Indians; 

First and foremost I am interested in hearing what progress we have 
made with the funds provided for your programs in the Recovery Act. I 
would like to hear about where we are with distributing these funds and 
how they are meeting the great need out in Indian Country. I am also 
interested in hearing about what insight you have gained from these 
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funds, especially with the quick obligation timelines and the competition 
for funds in the Native American Housing Block Grant. I would 
particularly like to hear about any lessons learned that can now be 
applied to your regular programs. 

Second, this Subcommittee required that HUD use some of its funding 
for the Transformation Initiative to conduct a new housing assessment of 
Native American communities. This data is crucial to understanding the 
need as well as how to better focus federal investments to ensure tribal 
authorities deliver quality projects on time and without waste. Another 
item I look forward to seeing from the Transformation Initiative is 
HUD’s study and demonstration on the use of sustainable building 
practices on Native American lands. 

In addition, I look forward to discussing how HUD and DOT can 
provide technical assistance to build the capacity of tribal agencies. It is 
oftentimes the tribes that are most in need of federal transportation and 
housing resources that tend to have the most difficulty submitting grant 
applications and successfully managing projects due to a lack of 
expertise or fiscal resources. 

Finally, I want to express my concern that HUD’s budget request 
proposes cutting Native American Block Grants by $ 1 20 million or 
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roughly 1 7%. This Subcommittee has repeatedly stated its strong 
commitment to the program and believes there are significant 
opportunities to address infrastructure deficiencies and reduce high 
unemployment rates. 
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Ranking Member Latham’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And welcome to all of the witnesses here today. As you are proh- 
ahly aware, Chairman Olver has a particular interest in the nexus 
of housing and transportation in the various communities, so it 
makes sense that you are all here today. 

I think everyone will agree that there is a need for improvement 
in the housing and transportation conditions and results we see at 
some of the tribal nations and lands across the country. The big 
question is, how should it be changed? We have spent almost $8 
billion over the years on the programs, and I am not sure what we 
exactly have to show for it. 

I think it is also hard to answer all the questions without the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs at the table, as it is the primary agency 
that interacts with each and every tribe in the United States. I un- 
derstand and appreciate that BIA is under the jurisdiction of an- 
other subcommittee, but I think, until we get an idea of the total 
Federal picture, what it looks like, I am not sure we can effectuate 
too much change simply between our two agencies that are here 
today. 

Perhaps the Secretaries will create a new livability initiative, 
Mr. Chairman, at the Department of Interior. 

Mr. Olver. It would be quite a unique one. 

Mr. Latham. It would be. 

Mr. Olver. Survivability. 

Mr. Latham. It would have to be, yeah. That would be more ap- 
propriate. 

Mr. Olver. We will add that to the list. 

Mr. Latham. With that, I will yield back and look forward to the 
testimony. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. 

Your testimonies will be printed in the record, and I would hope 
that you can keep your comments within somewhere close to 5 to 
6 minutes or so. We are likely to end up with a series of votes here 
fairly soon, and I would like to get on to the questioning, even 
though I spoke a long time. 

Ms. Henriquez. 

Ms. Henriquez’s Opening Remarks 

Ms. Henriquez. Good afternoon, and thank you, Mr. Chairman 
and Ranking Member Latham. Thank you for inviting me to testify 
before this committee on the challenges we face in the development 
of housing in Indian country. There are many challenges, and, with 
this committee’s assistance, we have been and can continue to 
make progress in addressing them. 

As you indicated in your opening remarks, I am joined here by 
Roger Boyd, who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for the ONAP 
programs at HUD. 

We administer six programs specifically targeted to American In- 
dian, Alaskan Native, and Native Hawaiian individuals and fami- 
lies. In implementing all of these programs, the Department recog- 
nizes the right of tribal self-governance and the unique relationship 
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between the Federal Government and the government of Indian 
tribes. 

There are 564 such federally recognized tribes in the Nation 
today, each with its own history, culture, traditions, and goals. And 
we strive to balance respect for these individual tribes with regula- 
tions and procedures that assure accountability and consistency na- 
tionwide. 

We have a number of programs which I would like to talk about 
over time, but they include the Native American or Indian Housing 
Block Grant, the single-family loan guarantees programs, the loan 
guarantee Title VI program, programs for Native Hawaiian Hous- 
ing Block Grants, and the Indian Community Development Block 
Grant Program. 

On February 17th in 2009, President Obama signed the Recovery 
Act into law. And I want to thank the subcommittee, and particu- 
larly you, Mr. Chairman, for your role in providing funds to tribal 
areas. And, as a result, HUD has invested $510 million in Amer- 
ican Indian, Alaskan Native, and Native Hawaiian communities 
across the country, of which $255 million was distributed by for- 
mula to 362 recipients, representing 542 tribes, and that was ac- 
complished within 35 days after the Recovery Act became law. As 
of March 14th of this year, formula grantees had expended more 
than $103 million, or about 41 percent of those funds committed, 
of the $255 million. 

They also gave out $242 million to 102 IHBG recipients that ap- 
plied to a NOFA dated March 27th. And, as of this date — we got 
327 applications. We funded them upon receipt if they came in be- 
ginning July 13th of 2009. And, as of this time, we have found that 
recipients have expended $54 million, or about 22 percent of those 
funds thus far. 

In addition, $10.2 million was awarded to the Department of Ha- 
waiian Home Lands in May, and another $10 million was provided 
for the ICDBG program through the Community Development 
Fund. 

For the fiscal year 2011 budget, you know that our President’s 
budget requested $580 million for the Indian Housing Block Grant 
Program, with $2 million set-aside for Title VI activities; $10 mil- 
lion for Native Hawaiian housing; $9 million for the Section 184 
loan guarantee program, which will leverage $994 million in such 
guarantees; and $65 million in the ICDBG Program. 

There is a perception that tribes have not spent funds that Con- 
gress appropriated in years past, and it is due in part to the timing 
of grant funds. Tribes do not receive current fiscal year funding 
until relatively late in the fiscal year. And, in fact, most of the 364 
tribes that have received such funds by formula have swiftly put 
these funds to good use. Since the inception of the program in fiscal 
year 1998, grantees have made use of 88 percent of their available 
funding. 

The budget process from the time the funds are appropriated by 
Congress and the bill is signed into law by the President to the 
time ONAP receives the funds for disbursement can take several 
months. And we are working to streamline this process by shifting 
from an annual deadline to quarterly submissions based on each 
tribe’s fiscal year end. We are also trying to move to align pro- 
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grams to operate and report more like the public housing grant 
programs do, particularly on capital. ONAP has consulted with 
tribes on how to accomplish this, and it is a subject for discussion 
at the negotiated rulemaking sessions that are currently being con- 
ducted. 

There are approximately 5 million American Indian and Alaskan 
Native people living in the United States, slightly less than half of 
whom live on Indian lands. Welfare reform has caused many Na- 
tive Americans to go back to their reservations, creating a demand 
of even more for housing and for basic services. 

hub’s Office of Policy Development and Research, PD&R, using 
2000 census data, determined that, nationwide, almost 543,000 Na- 
tive American and Alaskan Native households have severe housing 
needs, defined as living in conditions that are overcrowded, sub- 
standard, or cost-burdensome. 

A 2002 Harvard University study found that approximately 40 
percent of on-reservation housing is inadequate, as compared with 
roughly 6 percent nationwide. And at least 90,000 Indian families 
live in either overcrowded or substandard conditions, and there is 
a need for more than 200,000 new housing units. 

The Department is taking action to transform and to improve its 
programs for Native Americans. And there are fundamental chal- 
lenges, that we have found to housing development that tribes face 
every single year: remote rural locations of many tribes; extreme 
weather conditions in both northern and southern climes that limit 
the building seasons; the high cost associated with obtaining and 
shipping construction materials to these remote areas; the lack of 
qualified construction companies with skilled labor; an inordinately 
high cost of infrastructure in these areas; the need to coordinate 
among several Federal agencies to complete a housing project; tech- 
nical capacity of the housing staff on some reservations; the lack 
of access to capital; the lack of understanding of the sovereignty of 
tribal nations; and jurisdictional issues with tribal courts are just 
beginning to give you a flavor of the challenges that are faced. 

But there are also opportunities to mitigate against these and 
other challenges, and my office is working with tribes toward that 
end. We consult with tribal program grantees and participants on 
every major programmatic change to ensure that our programs are 
working as Congress has intended. Last December, for example, we 
participated in listening sessions with the National American In- 
dian Housing Council’s legal symposium to discuss early on the in- 
novations and challenges associated with implementation of the 
Recovery Act. 

We are about to conduct a comprehensive housing needs study 
to help inform future budget requests and improve program imple- 
mentation. And our PD&R department will manage that study, 
with input from tribal communities nationwide. To prepare for this, 
ONAP will hold outreach meetings in each of its six regions and 
in Hawaii to make sure that the views of stakeholders and our 
partners are considered. Our objective is to ensure that the study 
reflects fully current conditions and current and future needs with- 
in Indian country. 

We are also preparing to issue a new Indian Housing Plan/An- 
nual Performance Report. The new form will be automated for im- 
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porting data and conducting basic calculations, and it should make 
it easier to complete and less burdensome for our stakeholders and 
our partners. 

As I said earlier, this month we began a negotiated rulemaking 
process with tribal representatives to implement amendments to 
NAHASDA. That was my first such session, and we go back again 
next week. This marks the third time, though, that HUD has par- 
ticipated in a negotiated rulemaking with tribal representatives to 
develop program regulations, and we believe that this process helps 
make our programs more user-friendly and more appropriate to In- 
dian country. We are committed to increasing the collaboration, 
both internally and externally, to improve program delivery to trib- 
al communities. 

In the last 12 months, you are aware that Secretary Donovan 
has partnered with heads of other Federal agencies to visit tribal 
communities in Montana and Alaska. Such opportunities continue 
at the Cabinet Secretary level as well as with the Deputy Secretary 
and Assistant Secretaries at HUD. These meetings with commu- 
nity leaders look at the issues such as housing, education, trans- 
portation, energy, communication infrastructure, and agriculture to 
foster a more holistic approach to community and economic devel- 
opment in Indian country. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to ap- 
pear before you today to discuss these unique challenges to the de- 
velopment of housing in Indian country. And I look forward to 
working with you and the members of this subcommittee on these 
issues now and in the future. 

My colleague and I are happy to answer any questions that you 
may have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Good afternoon Chairman OLVER, Ranking Member Latham and Members of the 
Subcommittee. Thank you for inviting me to testify before you on the challenges to 
development in Indian Country. There are many such challenges, but with the Committee’s 
assistance, we can make progress toward addressing them. With me today is Mr. Rodger J. 

Boyd, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for HUD's Office of Native American Programs (ONAP). 

First, I'd like to provide you with an overview of the Native American programs HUD 
has available to meet the housing and economic development needs of Indian Country. I’ll then 
discuss the positive impact that the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act) 
has had in these areas, provide highlights of the proposed fiscal year (FY) 201 1 ONAP budget, 
describe the process we are embarking on to involve tribal leaders in implementing recent 
statutory amendments to ONAP programs, and illustrate how the Department is seeking to 
improve the delivery of housing and housing-related services to our clients. 

ONAP Programs 

HUD administers six programs that are specifically targeted to American Indian, Alaska 
Native, or Native Hawaiian individuals and families. In implementing all of these programs, the 
Department recognizes the right of tribal self-governance and the unique relationship between 
the federal government and the governments of Indian tribes, established by long-standing 
treaties, court decisions, statutes, Executive Orders, and the United States Constitution. There 
are 564 federally recognized tribes in the Nation today, each with its own history, culture, 
traditions, and goals. The Department strives to balance respect for these individual tribes with 
regulations and procedures that ensure accountability and consistency nationwide. 

Native American (also known as Indian) Housing Block Grant 

The Indian Housing Block Grant (IHBG) is ONAP’s largest program, both in terms of 
dollars appropriated and population served. It is authorized by the Native American Housing 
Assistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996 (NAHASDA). NAHASDA uses a housing block 
grant approach by offering each tribe the flexibility to design, implement, and administer unique, 
innovative housing programs, based on local need. Some of these local programs would not 
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have been eligible activities under the United States Housing Act of 1937 (1937 Act), such as 
down-payment and other mortgage assistance programs, transitional housing, construction of 
domestic abuse shelters, and the creation of revolving loan funds. 

From FY 1 998 through FY 2009, the IHBG program received slightly more than 
$7.58 billion, or an average of about $632 million annually. During that time, more than 25,000 
affordable housing units have been constructed or acquired, and more than 52,000 housing units 
have been rehabilitated. 

Annual IHBGs are awarded to eligible Indian tribes or their tribally designated housing 
entities (TDHE) for a range of affordable housing activities that primarily benefit low-income 
Indian families living on Indian reservations or in other Indian areas. The amount of each grant 
is based on a formula that considers local needs, and the number of housing units that were 
developed with 1937 Act funds and are currently under management by the tribe or TDHE. 

Title VI - Loan Guarantees 

NAHASDA also authorized the Title VI program, which offers IHBG recipients 
guaranteed loans that encourage long-term development projects and leveraging using a variety 
of funding sources. Under Title VI, HUD can guarantee 95 percent of a loan for affordable 
housing activities. Borrowers pledge a portion of their current and future IHBG funds as 
security. This program has provided an incentive for lenders to get involved in the development 
of tribal housing. 

Since the program began in 2000, ONAP has issued 57 Title VI loan guarantees totaling 
more than $136 million. The eligible activities are the same as for the IHBG program; Indian 
housing assistance, housing development, housing services, housing management services, crime 
prevention and safety activities, and model activities as approved by HUD. The predominant use 
of Title VI loans has been the construction of housing units — more than 2,000 since the program 
began — and housing infrastructure. 

Section 184 - Single Family Home Loan Guarantees 

The Section 184 program was authorized by the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1992, as amended. It is a single-family mortgage loan program that provides a 100 
percent guarantee for private mortgage loans issued to eligible borrowers. Eligible borrowers 
include American Indian and Alaska Native families and individuals, Indian tribes, and TDHEs. 
There are no income limits. Loans are used to purchase, construct, rehabilitate, refinance, or 
purchase and rehabilitate a home located on a reservation or within an Indian area. A one-time, 

1 percent guarantee fee is charged; it can be financed, or paid in cash at closing. The maximum 
mortgage term is 30 years. 

In FY 2003, 271 Section 184 loans were guaranteed for $27 million. Six years later, in 
FY 2009, 2,401 Section 184 loans were guaranteed for $395 million. Since the program’s 
inception in 1 995, through March 1 8, 201 0, 10, 1 97 loans were guaranteed, for more than 
$1.5 billion. The foreclosure rate has consistently remained below 1 percent. 
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Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant (NHHBG) 

The NHHBG program, which is Title VUT of NAHASDA, was authorized by the 
Hawaiian Home Lands Homeownership Act of 2000. The Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
(DHHL) is the sole recipient. The NHHBG is designed to primarily benefit low-income Native 
Hawaiians who are eligible to reside on the Hawaiian Home Lands. Eligible activities are the 
same as for the IHBG program. DHHL provides many housing services, including counseling 
and technical assistance, to prepare families forborne purchase and ownership. DHHL is also 
using NHHBG and other funds to invest in infrastructure for future housing development. 

Fiscal year 2002 was the first funding year. Since that time over 300 units have been 
constructed, acquired or rehabilitated with NHHBG funds. The program has an average annual 
appropriation of approximately $9 million. For FY 2009, the appropriation was $10 million. In 
FY 2009, 49 affordable homes became available to eligible Native Hawaiian families through 
construction (34), acquisition (14), and rehabilitation (1). 

Section 184 A - Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantee Program 

Section 184A was established by Section 514 of the American Homeownership and 
Economic Opportunity Act of 2000, which amended the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1992. The program is similar to Section 184, but intended for Native Hawaiians eligible 
to reside on the Hawaiian Home Lands. Appropriations have ranged from $956,000 in FY 2002 
to $I million in FY 2009. As of January 2010, the program had guaranteed 58 loans for almost 
$13 million. 

Indian Community Development Block Grant Program (ICDBG) 

This program is authorized by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. 
ICDBG is a competitive program, open to federally recognized tribes and certain tribal 
organizations. Each year, approximately 1 percent of the Community Development Block Grant 
appropriation is set-aside for ICDBG. In FY 2010, the ICDBG set-aside is $65 million. Funding 
in recent years has ranged from $71 million to $65 million. About $4 million is set aside each 
year from the ICDBG fund for imminent threats to health and safety. 

Examples of ICDBG projects include construction of health clinics and other public 
facilities, including gymnasiums and cultural centers; housing rehabilitation; health and 
education facilities; infrastructure, including roads, power, water, and phone lines; and waste 
water lagoon systems. 

Recovery Act Impact in Indian Country 

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the Recovery Act into law. I would like 
to thank the Subcommittee, and in particular the Chairman, for its role in providing funds to 
tribal areas as part of that law. As a result, HUD has invested $5 1 0 million in American Indian, 
Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian communities across the country. Of that amount: 
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• $255 million was distributed to eligible IHBG recipients using the IHBG formula. There 
were 362 primary recipients, representing 542 tribes. By March 19, 2009, only 30 days 
after the Recovery Act became law, ONAP notified tribes of their Recovery Act formula 
allocations and the funds were legally obligated. As early as April 2009, some tribes had 
approval to expend funds. By August 2009, 98 percent of recipients had access to their 
Recovery Act formula funds. As of March 14, 2010, formula grantees had expended 
more than $103 million, or about 41 percent of all funds received. 

• $242,250,000 was awarded to 1 02 IHBG recipients that applied through a Notice of 
Funding Availability (NOFA) posted on the HUD website on May 27, 2009. 

Applications were due no later than July 1 3, 2009, and were reviewed and funded as they 
were received. Awards were made as early as June 16, 2009, and all awards were 
completed by August 1 1, 2009. ONAP received 327 applications, far more than it could 
fund. As of March 14, 2010, these competitive grantees had expended more than 

$54 million, or about 22 percent of all funds received. 

• $10.2 million was awarded to the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands in May 2009, to 
be distributed through the NHHBG program. As of March 14, 2010, 25 percent of these 
funds had been expended. 

• An additional $ 1 0 million was provided for the ICDBG program through the Community 
Development Fund. The entire amount was awarded to 19 grantees in August 2009, in 
response to a NOFA that was posted on HUD’s website on May 27, 2009. As of 
March 14, 2010, 16 percent of these funds had been expended. 

The expenditure rate in the Recovery Act IHBG program exceeds that of the annua! 

IHBG formula program. This is due in part to the requirement that tribes give priority to projects 
that could begin in 180 days. Several tribes have already completed and closed out their 
Recovery Act funds. However, HUD has noted some delays in project implementation, due to 
the following challenges; 

• Administrative Workload - Tribes were notified of the Recovery Act formula allocation 
in March 2009. Just a few months before that announcement, they were finalizing their 
grant agreements for the FY 2008 IHBG program, and had started implementing their F Y 
2008 grants. In addition, tribes had just been provided with the FY 2009 final formula 
allocation, and Indian Housing Plans for FY 2009 were due no later than July 1 , 2009, 
Following right behind the first Recovery Act announcement, the NOFAs for the 
competitive IHBG and ICDBG funds were announced. Because the applications were 
reviewed and funded as they were received, tribes needed to direct their immediate 
attention to these applications. Finally, the FY 2009 regular ICDBG NOFA was also 
published, with applications due in August. All of these funds are desperately needed in 
Indian Country, and tribes concentrated on securing Recovery Act formula or competitive 
funding during the months of March through July. 

• Environmental Reviews - The environmental review process must be completed before 
funds are obligated. This process can be lengthy. Some grantees may have been able to 
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select projects for which the environmental review process was either already underway 
or had been completed, but many grantees were not in that position and had to start the 
process from the beginning, 

• Procurement - Many projects required hiring of technical experts (for example, architects 
or consultants for projects that were not shovel-ready) to begin the development of a 
project. If the grantee hires a contractor to perform some or all of the work, the 
procurement and Indian preference requirements can take some time to complete, 
depending on the type of procurement. A procurement that does not fall within the 
definition of a small purchase ($100,000 or less) can take months to complete. 

The Recovery Act has made an observable difference in Indian Country. Recipients of 
Recovery Act funds report to the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) online, through 
fedreporting.gov. fhose reports indicate that more than 800 jobs have been created with 
Recovery Act funds. 

HUD requires Recovery Act recipients to report in HUD's Recovery Act Management 
and Performance System (RAMPS). This data is self-reported by the grantee. Based on FY 
2010 second quarter reporting, RAMPS shows the following activities planned, underway or 
completed: 


ONAP Recovery Act Activity: Formuia and Competitive Grants 

Units: Development 

Planned 

1,759 

Started 

664 

Completed 

181 

Units: Rehab 

Planned 

6,484 

Started 

4,161 

Completed 

2,303 

Infrastructure Proiects 

Planned 

765 

Started 

288 

Completed 

213 


Here are a few examples of projects in Indian Country assisted with Recovery Act funds. 

The Lummi Housing Authority in the state of Washington received a $4 million formula 
Recovery Act grant for the 72-unit Kwina Village Apartments project, which is now well 
underway, with completion scheduled for later this year. The first phase of the housing project 
began in July and was completed in December 2009. The building phase of the project began 
recently with construction of foundations, about a quarter of which are already complete. 

Lummi Tribe's Kwina Apartments are centrally located to Lummi Nation’s health clinic, 
court, administration building, library, police department, housing authority, and the Northwest 
Indian College. They will feature 12 separate 2-story buildings arranged in groupings around 
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common open spaces, with each building containing 6 relatively small, one and two-bedroom 
flats. This development will consist of 48 one-bedroom and 24 two-bedroom low-rent units. 
Lummi Housing Authority designed this development for young families and students. They 
incorporated supportive housing services for their future residents to help ensure all residents 
succeed in their individual goals of homeownership and graduation from college. 

The apartments will take about 1 year to complete and will employ an average of 22 
persons per month during that period. The housing authority is using its own force account crew 
to construct the buildings to maximize the number of construction jobs going to tribal members. 
In addition, the project is an opportunity to provide on-the-job training in the construction trades 
for targeted tribal youth through a recently awarded Department of Labor YouthBuild Recovery 
Act grant. Given the depressed state of the local construction industry, it represents one of the 
most significant projects in Whatcom County, creating economic benefits far beyond the 
boundaries of the reservation. 

The Moapa Indian Housing Authority is the TDHE for the Moapa Band of Paiutes in the 
state ofNevada. They received $151,706 in Recovery Act funds to rehabilitate 39 rental units. 
Due to arid desert conditions in summer and freezing winter cold, the paint on the units had 
chipped, and the wooden panels split. This allowed small desert creatures to enter the homes. 
The Moapa Band exercised its right to enforce the Tribal Employment Rights Ordinance and 
three Native Americans worked on the painting project. There were three full-time positions 
created in FY 2009, and in FY 2010 there is one full-time position for a Native American. In 
addition, a minority-owned business was employed as painting contractor, which created eight 
more full-time positions. 

Other tribes have used Recovery Act IHBG funds to construct decent, safe, and sanitary 
single or multi-family homes where there were none, rehabilitate and weatherize unsafe and 
inefficient homes, upgrade water systems where water supply or treatment was lacking, replace 
old appliances with energy efficient ones, and develop or repair infrastructure in support of new 
or existing homes. 

FY 2011 Budget 

For FY 201 1 , the President’s budget request is $580 million for the IHBG program, with 
$2 million set aside for Title VI activities; $10 million for the NHHBG program; $9 million for 
the Section 184 loan guarantee program, which will leverage over $994 million in loan 
guarantees; and $65 million for the ICDBG program. 

We understand that there is a perception that tribes have not spent the funds that 
Congress has appropriated in years past. This perception is partially due to the timing of the 
grant funds. Tribes do not receive funding until relatively late in that fiscal year. In fact, most 
recipients that have received IHBG funds by formula have swiftly put those funds to good use. 
Since the inception of the program in FY 1998, through the end of FY 2009, IHBG grantees have 
drawn down 88 percent of their available funding. 
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The budget process, from the time that funds are appropriated by Congress and the bill is 
signed by the President to the time ONAP receives the funds for disbursement, can take several 
months. Appropriated funds must be apportioned by OMB, processed through HUD’s Chief 
Financial Officer to the Public and Indian Housing Budget Office, and then allocated to the 
ONAP Area Offices before funds can be reserved for the tribe. 

According to program regulations, a tribe or TDHE has until July of a given fiscal 
year to submit its Indian Housing Plan (IHP), the document required to receive an annual grant. 
If a tribe submits its IHP prior to, or shortly after, the annual Appropriations Act is signed into 
law, funds can be made available to that tribe in approximately 4 months. If the IHP is not 
submitted until July (the regulatory deadline), this process can take over 10 months from the 
time the Appropriations bill is signed. 

We are working to streamline this process by shifting from an annual IHP deadline to a 
quarterly submission based on each tribe’s fiscal year end. ONAP has consulted with tribes on 
how to accomplish this, and it is a subject for discussion at the negotiated rulemaking sessions 
currently being conducted. I will discuss this further below. 

Housing Need 

There are approximately 5 million American Indian and Alaska Native people living in 
the United States, slightly less than half of whom live on Indian lands. According to the 
Millenial Housing Commission’s 2002 report, welfare reform has driven many Native 
Americans back to their reservations, creating even more of a demand for housing and other 
basic services. 

Within the last decade, numerous studies have atte.sted to the critical housing and 
economic development needs on tribal lands. HUD’s Office of Policy Development and 
Research, using 2000 Census data, determined that, nationwide, almost 543,000 American Indian 
and Alaska Native households have “severe housing needs,” which are defined as living in 
conditions that are overcrowded, substandard, or cost-burdensome. According to a Harvard 
University study in 2002, approximately 40 percent of on-reservation housing is inadequate, as 
compared with roughly 6 percent nationwide. The CDFI Fund, in its Native American Lending 
Study published in 2001 , identified 1 7 major barriers to capital access, relating to legal 
infrastructure; government operations; economic, financial, and physical infrastructure; and 
education and cultural issues. A decade later, many of these barriers remain. It is generally 
accepted that at least 90,000 Indian families live in either overcrowded or substandard 
conditions, and there is a need for over 200,000 new housing units. 

Improving Delivery of HUD’s Native American Programs 

I understand that the Subcommittee is interested in hearing what steps the Department is 
taking to transform and/or improve its programs for Native Americans. At the outset, it is 
important to acknowledge the reality of the fundamental challenges to housing development that 
tribes perennially face: the remote, rural location of many tribes; the extreme weather conditions 
in both northern and southern climates that limit the building season to only a few months; the 
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high costs associated with obtaining and shipping construction materials to remote areas; the 
dearth of qualified construction companies and skilled labor; the inordinately high cost of 
infrastructure in tribal areas; the need to coordinate among several federal agencies to complete a 
housing project; and the lack of experienced housing staff on some reservations. 

But there are opportunities to mitigate these and other challenges, and my office is 
working with tribes toward that end. 

The Department consults with tribal program grantees and participants on every major 
programmatic change to ensure that our programs are working as Congress intended. For 
example, last December, HUD officials participated in a listening session at the National 
American Indian Housing Council’s legal symposium to discuss early innovations and 
challenges associated with implementation of the Recovery Act. 

HUD is about to conduct a comprehensive housing needs study to help inform future 
budget requests and improve program implementation. The Department’s Office of Policy 
Development and Research will manage the study with input from tribal communities 
nationwide. To prepare for this, ON AP will hold outreach meetings in each of its six regions and 
in Hawaii, to ensure that the views of stakeholders and their partners are considered. Our 
objective is to ensure that the study reflects current conditions and needs within Indian Country. 

The Department is also preparing to issue a new Indian Housing Plan (IHP)/Annual 
Performance Report (APR) form. The previous forms were cumbersome and repetitive. The 
new form will be automated for importing data and conducting basic calculations. The revised 
form will be easier to complete and less burdensome. 

This month. HUD began a negotiated rulemaking process with tribal representatives to 
implement amendments to NAHASDA enacted in 2008 and earlier. This marks the third time 
HUD has participated in negotiated rulemaking with tribal representatives to develop program 
regulations. This process has helped make the programs more user-friendly and appropriate for 
Indian Country. 

HUD is also increasing collaboration, both internally and externally, to improve program 
delivery to tribal communities. There are many federal programs that support housing, health, 
social and economic development for Native people. Although short and long-term cost savings 
are impossible to project at this time, economies of scale should result from enhanced 
coordination and collaboration. Increasing the dialogue between and within agencies will help 
ensure that Native Americans are truly receiving the support they need from these programs. 

In the last 12 months. Secretary Donovan has partnered with heads of other federal 
agencies to visit tribal communities in Montana and Alaska. They have met with community 
leaders to look at issues related to housing, education, transportation, energy, communication 
infrastructure, and agriculture. The ultimate objective is to foster a holistic approach to 
community and economic development. 

ONAP continues to collaborate with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to streamline its 
Title Status Report (TSR) process. Lengthy delays in obtaining a TSR from BIA have hampered 
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the Section 1 84 Loan Guarantee program. A new, more efficient TSR system would 
dramatically increase Section 184 activity on trust lands. 

Thank you, Mr, Chairman, for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the 
unique challenges to development in Indian Country. 1 look forward to working with the 
Subcommittee on these issues now and in the future. 1 would be happy to answer any questions 
you may have. 
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Sandra B. Heiiriqiiez 

Assistant Secretary for Public and Indian Housing 


Sandra Brooks Henriquez was sworn in as the Assistant Secretary for HLID's Office 
of Public and Indian Housing on Monday, June 22, 2009 after being unanimously 
confirmed by the U.S. Senate. As part of the senior leadership team at HUD, 
Henriquez oversees the nation's public housing and rental assistance programs 
that assist approximately 3,2 million iow-income families acro5.s the U.S. She is 
also responsible for the Department’s Native American and Native Hawaiian 
programs, which serve 562 federally recognized tribes. 

For 13 years, Henriquez was the Administrator and Chief Executive Officer of the 
Boston Housing Authority (BHA), one of the nation's largest public housing 
authorities. At BHA, she was responsible for an 850-person workforce, a $280 million budget and nearly 
25,000 units of public housing and other affordable housing serving approximately 10 percent of the 
city's population. 

Henriquez's leadership made BHA one of the leaders among housing authorities for redeveloping old 
public housing developments into thriving mixed-income communities using HUD's HOPE VI 
Revitalization program. She also created housing strategies and programs to help the homeless and 
introduced green principles into BHA business practices and building maintenance and construction. She 
also used Energy Performance Corttracting to retrofit the housing authority's outdated heating systems, 
making them state-of-the-art, more efficient and less costly to operate. These upgrades not only saved 
the housing authority money, they created better living environments for the low-income residents. 

Henriquez, formerly the President and Director of the Council of Large Public Housing Authorities 
(CLPHA), has dedicated her life to housing others. Prior to working for BHA, she worked for Maloney 
Properties, Inc., a full service real estate property management firm specializing in the delivery of 
services to resident-controlled and non-profit sponsored housing. Before Maloney Properties, she was 
the Director of Housing Management and Tenant Services for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts' 
Department of Housing and Community Development. 
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Rodger J. Boyd 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for ONAP 

Mr. Boyd is the Deputy Assistant Secretary' tor che Office of Native 
American Programs (ONAP), Department ot Housing and Urban 
DcA^elopment. ONAP programs provude housing fuods to Native 
Americans, Alaska Natives and Native Hawaiian.s through the Indian 
Housing Block Grant Program. The program administers the Indian 
(AtmmuniU' Development Block <jranr program and pi:r)\ddcs 
homeownership opportunities through the Section 1 84 mortgage, 
1 84( A) and Title V I loan guarantee programs. 

Prior to this position he was Program Manager in the Communitv’’ Deveioptnent htnaticial 
Institutions bund. Department of the Treasur)c As manager of Fund’s Native American 
program, he des^t^ned and directed the FundN Congressional mandated Native American 
Lending Study. He also initiated the Fund’s Native American T A and Training Program. 

I'hroiighout his career, Mr. Bo\xl has worked with Indian T ribal governm<mts, Federal 
agencies, and the private sector to explore and develop economic development opportunities 
for the Native American coniniuaities with the goal of establishing self-sustaining 
economies. 



Mr. Boyd holds z Bachelor of Architecture degree from the University of New Mexico and a 
Master of City and Rc^gional Planning from the Massachusetts Institute of 'Technology, 


He is an enrolled member of the .Navajo Nation. 



474 


Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Nadeau, if you could try to stay closer to the 5 or 6 minutes. 

Ms. Henriquez. I am sorry. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. 

Mr. Nadeau’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Nadeau. Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham, mem- 
bers of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify today 
on the transportation challenges facing Native American commu- 
nities and programs that the Federal Highway Administration ad- 
ministers to assist tribes in addressing these challenges. 

Accompanying me today is John Baxter, the Federal Highway 
Administration’s associate administrator for the Federal Lands 
Highway Program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for making my full statement part of 
the record of this hearing. 

The Indian Reservation Road system consists of more than 
120,000 miles of roads and 8,000 bridges that link housing, schools, 
emergency services, and workplaces, as well as facilitate tourism 
and resource use. 

More than 8 billion vehicle miles are traveled annually on the 
IRR system, even though it is among the most rudimentary of any 
transportation network in the U.S. More than 60 percent of the 
system is unpaved, and about 24 percent of the bridges are classi- 
fied as deficient. These conditions make even the most basic travel 
associated with a livable community difficult for residents of tribal 
communities. 

The Administration is committed to providing safe, efficient 
transportation for both residents and visitors to and within Indian 
lands and Alaska Native villages, while protecting the environment 
and cultural resources. 

The Indian Reservation Roads program, administered by the 
Federal Highway Administration in partnership with the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, serves 564 federally-recognized Indian tribes and 
Alaska Native villages in 32 States. In many cases, this program 
is the only source of funds for transportation improvements. 

three key areas to address challenges 

Today, I would like to focus on three key areas where our agency 
has been working to address the transportation challenges in In- 
dian country. These areas include our safety initiatives, outreach 
and capacity-building programs, and implementation of the Recov- 
ery Act. 

As you know. Secretary LaHood has stated that safety is the De- 
partment’s number-one priority. Despite reaching record-low traffic 
deaths last year on all our Nation’s roads, the annual fatality rate 
on Indian reservation roads is still more than three times the na- 
tional average. To address this serious problem, FHWA has cospon- 
sored six State-based safety summits in the past 2 years to focus 
on this issue and to bring safety partners together. 

The agency also continues to implement SAFETEA-LU pro- 
grams, such as the Highway Safety Improvement Program and the 
Safe Routes to School program, which benefit tribes as well as 
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States, and are aimed at reducing traffic fatalities and injuries on 
public roads through the implementation of infrastructure improve- 
ments. 

In addition, FHWA supports tribes through outreach and capac- 
ity-building programs. Strategies such as road safety audits and 
community-based enforcement are proving to be effective tools for 
reducing fatalities on tribal lands. The agency also maintains seven 
Tribal Technical Assistance Program centers that provide a variety 
of training and professional development programs, technology up- 
dates, and technical assistance to improve road management and 
safety. These centers are a key resource for basic services and help 
many tribes become self-sufficient as sovereign nations in transpor- 
tation delivery. 

The Recovery Act has supplemented SAFETEA-LU funding for 
tribal communities by providing an additional $310 million for the 
IRR program. During the 13 months since President Obama signed 
the Recovery Act into law, the Eederal Highway Administration 
has been working diligently to ensure that the funds for these 
projects are distributed quickly, wisely, and with unprecedented 
transparency and accountability. Much of the IRR portion of the 
Recovery Act funding has been dedicated to improving roads that 
provide critical links between tribal residences and vital commu- 
nity services such as schools and health care facilities. 

We recognize that transportation is a critical tool for tribes to im- 
prove the quality of life and the economy in their communities. 
EHWA is committed to improving transportation access to and 
through tribal lands by providing safe and innovative roadways 
that blend into or enhance the existing environment, by providing 
technical services to the transportation community, and by coordi- 
nating our efforts with partner agencies such as HUD, EPA, and 
the BIA. We are also focused on building more effective day-to-day 
working relationships with Indian tribes that respect the rights of 
self-government and self-determination based on principles of tribal 
sovereignty. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to appear be- 
fore the subcommittee. I will be pleased to answer any questions 
you may have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Statement of Gregory G. Nadeau 
Deputy Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Hearing on Housing and Transportation Challenges in Native American 

Communities 
Before the 

Committee on Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related 

Agencies 

U.S. House of Representatives 
March 24, 2010 

Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee, 
thank you for the opportunity to testify today on the transportation challenges facing 
Native American communities and programs administered by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) that provide support to Tribes to address these challenges. 
Accompanying me today is John R. Baxter, Associate Administrator for Federal Lands. 

President Obama’s meeting in November 2009 with tribal leaders from across the 
Nation signaled the start of a new and stronger relationship between the Tribes and the 
Federal government. The President made very clear that Native Americans will not be 
forgotten by this Administration, and he gave his strong commitment to addressing tribal 
issues and concerns. By establishing an Office of Tribal Liaison within the White House, 
the President has made sure that Native Americans will have a seat at the table when 
issues, including the economy, education, health care, the environment, are being 
discussed — issues which can all involve transportation. 

Secretary LaHood shares President Obama’s commitment to addressing tribal 
issues and concerns. Recently, the Secretary spoke before the National Congress of 
American Indians, emphasizing the Department’s commitment to improving existing 
tribal transportation programs by seeking tribal input on important regulations, providing 
timely technical assistance, and ensuring tribes are given ample opportunities to compete 
for grants. The Department also finalized its Tribal Consultation Plan, a detailed plan of 
action the agency will take when developing, changing, or implementing policies, 
programs, or services with tribal implications. 

In addition. Secretary LaHood has made livability a key objective for 
transportation. But, to improve livability in tribal communities, transportation needs are 
often more basic than what we see needed elsewhere in the U.S. transportation network. 

In much of this country, we take for granted that roads and highways will be there for 
children to reach their schools, for emergency vehicles to reach those in need of medical 
care, and for members of the community to get to work. But, in Indian Country, you 
cannot always make that assumption. Moreover, tribal communities need good roads to 
support their economic development. 



477 


FH WA has a long history of supporting tribal governments’ rights to self- 
determination and works directly with Tribes in a govemment-to-govemment 
relationship. FHWA’s top leadership continues to meet directly with tribal government 
elected officials and transportation staff, and is committed to delivering a transportation 
program that works for all Tribes whether they are large or small, or have a large land 
base or small land base. 

The Indian Reservation Road (IRR) program, administered by FHWA in 
partnership with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), is critical to tribal communities to 
support these basic transportation needs. In many cases, it is the only source of revenue 
for transportation improvements. The goal of the IRR program is to create the best 
transportation system possible in balance with the environmental and cultural values of 
tribal lands. FHWA also works with the Federal Transit Administration and the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) in coordinating transportation 
programs that focus on planning, safety, and construction of roads to and on reservations 
and serving Alaska Native villages. 

OVERVIEW 

The IRR system of roads provides access to and within Indian reservations, Indian 
trust land, restricted Indian land, eligible Indian communities, and Alaska Native villages. 
The IRR system consists of more than 120,000 miles of roads which link housing, 
schools, emergency services, places of employment, and facilitate tourism and resource 
use. More than eight billion vehicle miles are traveled annually on the IRR system, even 
though it is among the most rudimentary of any transportation network in the United 
States. More than 60 percent of the system is unpaved. If only BIA and tribal roads of 
the IRR system are considered, this number increases to over 80 percent. Within the 
system, there are more than 8,000 bridges and approximately 24 percent of these bridges 
are classified as deficient. These conditions make it very difficult for residents of tribal 
communities to travel to hospitals, stores, schools, and employment centers — the most 
basic needs for a livable community. 

The poor road quality on tribal lands also affects safety. Last year, Secretary 
LaHood announced that the number of traffic deaths on IJ.S. roads reached a record low. 
Despite the gains we have made on other systems, the annual fatality rate on Indian 
reservation roads continues to be more than three times the national average. This is an 
extremely serious problem. Safety continues to be the Department’s top priority, and 
FHWA is working closely with tribes, the BIA. NHTSA, and others to address this 
disproportionate level of fatalities on tribal roads. 

The IRR program, established in section 204 of title 23, United States Code, is the 
largest Federal Lands Highway (FLH) program, and it is unique due to the relationship 
with Federally-recognized Indian Tribal Governments under the program. The IRR 
program serves 564 Federally-recognized Indian Tribes and Alaska Native villages in 32 
States. FHWA co-administers the IRR program with the BIA under an agreement 
originating in 1948 and a Stewardship Plan from July 1996. 
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IRR program funding has grown significantly under the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), from 
a program size of $275 million annually under the Transportation Equity Act for the 2 1 
Century (TEA-2 1 ) to $450 million annually today. This equates to a total of nearly $1 .86 
billion over the life of SAFETEA-LU, not including the recent extensions. These funds 
have been distributed according to a tribal shares formula, which was developed through 
a negotiated rulemaking with tribal governments (required by TEA-21). SAFETEA-LU 
also increased the eligible uses of IRR program funds by allowing a Tribe to utilize up to 
25 percent of its share of funds for road and bridge maintenance activities. This change 
allowed Tribes to supplement the funding they receive annually from the Department of 
the Interior (DOl) for maintenance activities. In many cases, the DOl funding has proven 
to be inadequate for the maintenance needs of the Tribes and this change allowed the 
Tribes to address critical safety, snow removal, and pavement preservation issues that 
otherwise could not be addressed. The increased funding and programmatic changes 
provided in SAFETEA-LU for the IRR program, along with an additional $310 million 
provided by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act), 
discussed below, have provided tools and resources to substantially improve tribal 
transportation. Despite progress, however, much work remains. 

SAFETY PROGRAMS 

Safety remains a significant issue in Indian Country. Native Americans are 
overrepresented in several fatality categories— including individuals under the age of 35, 
unbelted drivers, and individuals driving under the influence of alcohol. Six State-based 
summits have been held in the past two years to focus on the subject and to bring the 
many safety partners together to discuss the safety issues affecting them. FHWA and 
NHTSA will continue these summits in the future to promote safety strategies across the 
four E's of safety— engineering, enforcement, education, and emergency medical 
services. Strategies such as Road Safety Audits and community based enforcement are 
proving to be effective tools for reducing fatalities. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program 

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) was established by 
SAFETEA-LU with the overall purpose of achieving a significant reduction in traffic 
fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads through the implementation of 
infrastructure-related highway safety improvements. Since the program’s inception. 

HSIP funding has been utilized for tribal lands projects across the country. In North 
Carolina, for example, a $1 07,650 HSIP project along US 74 from the Haywood County 
line to NC 28 (North), in Cherokee Nation, funded the installation of milled rumble strips 
on the median and outside shoulders. 

In North Dakota, two HSIP projects totaling $300,000 provided improvements 
along State highways within reservation boundaries of Standing Rock Reservation and 
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Fort Berthold Reservation. Such improvements included the installation of shoulder and 
centerline rumble strips along State Highways 23 and 24. 

In Wisconsin, a $316,000 HSIP project was undertaken by the Wisconsin DOT 
along with the Forest County Potawatomi Tribe to improve a Tribal owned intersection at 
Everybody’s Road and USH 8 in Forest County. The intersection project was combined 
with $900,000 BIA funds and $74,000 Tribal funds to construct a newly relocated 
intersection and frontage road (Everybody's Road) that leads to the Tribal 
headquarters offices and Tribal Community Center. 

Safe Routes to Schools 

The Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program is a Federally funded but State 
managed and administered grant program established by section 1404 of SAFETEA-LU. 
Each State receives not less than $1 million each fiscal year to fund planning, design, and 
construction of infrastructure-related projects that will improve the ability of students to 
walk and bicycle to school. A portion of each State’s SRTS funding must also be used 
for non-infrastructure-related activities to encourage walking and bicycling to school. 
Federally recognized Tribes are eligible sub-recipients of this State administered 
program. 

Several States are currently engaged with Tribes to promote the SRTS program 
including Arizona, South Dakota, Washington, Wisconsin and New Mexico. 

Specifically, the Washington DOT provided SRTS funds to the Taholah School District, 
serving the Quinault Indian Nation, for infrastructure, enforcement and education 
activities. In 2008, the Wisconsin DOT provided the Lac Courte Oreilles (LCO) School, 
located within the LCO Reservation, a planning grant of $24,537 to develop a 
comprehensive SRTS program and $318,000 to the Oneida Nation for an SRTS-related 
infrastructure project. In South Dakota, the DOT provided $15,815 in SRTS funds to the 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate’s Enemy Swim Day School for a trail to the school. The 
Colorado DOT worked with the Southern Ute Community Action Programs (SUCAP) 
which received $13,977 to fund an education program for Ignacio in Fiscal Year 2008. 
The SUCAP also uses the Tribal School Zone Safety: Video and Toolkit in their SRTS 
program, which was developed by the FHWA Office of Federal Lands Highways. In 
Fiscal Year 2009, the Town of Ignacio received $15,720 for the Ignacio SRTS Project. 


SAFETEA-LU FUNDING FOR TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION 

Although the IRR program is the principal funding source for tribal roads, these 
roads are eligible to receive funding under other SAFETEA-LU programs as well. 

Indian Reservation Roads Bridge Program (IRRBP) 

The Indian Reservation Roads Bridge Program (IRRBP) was established under 
TEA-21 and funded through a $13 million takedown from the primary IRR Program. 
The program’s purpose was to provide funding for reconstruction or rehabilitation of 
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structurally deficient or functionally obsolete IRR bridges. SAFETEA-LU amended the 
IRRBP by establishing it as an independently funded program, authorized at $14 million 
per year, and allowing design activities to be funded. FHWA coordinated with the Indian 
Reservation Roads Program Coordinating Committee (IRRPCC) to implement these 
legislative changes. Since its inception in TEA-21, the IRRBP has provided more than 
$150 million in funding to more than 275 different bridge projects in Indian Country. 

National Scenic Byways Program 

Indian Tribes have participated in the National Scenic Byways Program since its 
inception under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). 
SAFETEA-LU authorized the Secretary of Transportation to make grants from this 
program directly to Indian Tribes and to allow Tribes to nominate Indian roads directly to 
FHWA (without going through a State department of transportation) for possible 
designation as a National Scenic Byway or an All-American Road. 

FHWA has participated in tribal transportation conferences to inform Tribes of 
these changes to the National Scenic Byways Program. FHWA also worked with the 
America’s Byways Resource Center (Duluth, Minnesota) to establish a tribal liaison 
position within the Resource Center to provide technical assistance to Indian Tribes for 
establishing tribal scenic byways programs and designating roads as Indian Tribe scenic 
byways. 

In addition, FHWA has modified its grant application procedures so Indian Tribes 
may submit grant applications directly to FHWA. In FY 2009, Tribes submitted 10 
applications directly to FHWA and two applications through the State departments of 
transportation, requesting a total of $1.85 million. The Department selected seven of the 
projects, providing a total of $945,232 in funding. 

Public Lands Discretionary Program 

The Public Lands Highway Discretionary (PLHD) program provides funding to 
any project eligible under title 23. United States Code, which is within, adjacent to, or 
provides access to tribal or Federal public lands. It is another source of funding that is 
available to Tribes for their transportation needs. During SAFETEA-LU, nearly $480 
million dollars was made available through this program and historically, the projects 
were earmarked by Congress. Of the $480 million, $52 million was provided for 62 
tribal related transportation projects 


FHWA IMPLEMENTATION OF SAFETEA-LU REQUIREMENTS FOR 
TRIBAL TRANSPORTATION 

In addition to increased funding, SAFETEA-LU brought about many changes in 
how the IRR program is administered and to the roles and responsibilities of all parties 
involved in transportation delivery to tribal communities. Prior to SAFETEA-LU, 
FHWA’s role was to provide stewardship and oversight to the IRR program from a 
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national perspective, and the BIA’s role was to work with the Tribes by delivering the 
funds and providing technical assistance. With the passage of SAFETEA-LU, Tribes 
now have the option to enter into IRR Program Funding Agreements and work directly 
with FHWA for their IRR Program share as long as they meet financial audit and 
management capacity requirements. The number of Tribes electing this option has grown 
from three the first year to more than 50 Tribes today, with several more Tribes 
expressing an interest to FHWA. 

In response to this increase in the number of Tribes, and increased stewardship 
and oversight responsibilities, the Federal Lands Highway (FLH) Office, which has direct 
responsibility for administering the IRR program, has increased staffing and worked 
closely with the Tribes to develop program guidance. In addition to carrying out 
numerous face to face meetings with each Tribe and conducting outreach and training 
through webinars, regional conferences, and organized classes, FLH developed a new 
program manual for all Tribes, States, counties, and Federal agencies to use that 
communicates program expectations and roles and responsibilities, and best practices. 

As the number of Tribes directly contracting with FHWA continues to grow, the nature 
of FHWA’s stewardship and oversight role will change and become a more significant 
responsibility and resource-intensive issue in the future. 

National Indian Reservation Road Inventory 

SAFETEA-LU directed FHWA to complete a comprehensive national inventory 
of IRR eligible transportation facilities and submit a Report to Congress. The stated 
purpose of the inventory was to develop the true need and cost for tribal transportation, to 
ensure that the data in the existing inventory is accurate, and to help streamline the 
procedures that Tribes utilize for updating their inventory. The inventory is the most 
significant factor used to calculate the tribal shares of IRR program funding; thus it is 
critical that data in the inventory be as accurate as possible. 

FHWA completed and delivered the required Report to Congress in 2008. The 
Report outlined our assessment of the inventory process, including its accuracy and 
consistency of application. The Report included the identification of more than 100,000 
miles of road as well as recommendations for improvement and additional study areas. 
Since issuance of the Report, the inventory has grown to more than 1 25,000 miles of 
road. FHWA is now implementing recommendations for improving the guidance used 
by Tribes to collect the data as well as conducting a quality check on several of the 
critical data fields collected for the inventory. 

The IRR Inventory is extremely fluid as can be seen from its tremendous growth 
over the past few years. In addition, inventory updates must be made by the Tribes to 
reflect the improvements completed each year. This is a process that BIA oversees. For 
instance, a gravel road may have been paved this past year. This updated data must be 
submitted and a subsequent reduction in needs must be taken into account. FHWA and 
BIA are working together to update the guidance regarding the inventory data submittal 
process as well as carrying out a Quality Assurance and Quality Control review of the 
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data. The IRR inventory must reflect the true needs of tribal transportation but, more 
importantly, help to make the program fair and equitable for all Tribes. 

FHWA is committed to working with the Tribes, the BIA, Assistant Secretary of 
Interior Larry Echo Hawk, and with all interested parties to resolve the issues related to 
the inventory. 

OUTREACH AND CAPACITY BUILDING 
Road Safety Audits and Safety Trainings 

Strategies such as Road Safety Audits (RSAs) and community based enforcement 
are proving to be effective tools for reducing fatalities on Tribal lands. The FHWA 
Office of Safety sponsors training on Road Safety Fundamentals, RSAs, and works with 
State and local jurisdictions and tribal Governments to integrate RSAs into the project 
development process for new and existing roads and intersections. 

An RSA examines the safety performance of an existing or future road or 
intersection by an independent, multidisciplinary team. It estimates and reports on 
potential road safety issues and identifies opportunities for improvements in safety for all 
road users. This tool enables localities and Indian tribes with little or no .safety data to get 
an expert assessment on how to improve the safety of their roads. 

RSAs were funded by FHWA’s Office of Safety from Surface Transportation 
Research Development and Deployment Program for the following tribal organizations - 
Tohono O’oodham and Navajo Nations in Arizona; Santa Clara Pueblo and Jemez 
Springs Pueblo, New Mexico; Standing Rock Sioux, North Dakota; the Eastern Band of 
Cherokee Indians, North Carolina; the Navajo Nation. Utah; and Red Cliff Band of Lake 
Superior, Wisconsin. These RSAs were carried out in cooperation with the State DOT. 

FHWA’s Office of Safety is also a co-sponsor of the Federal and Tribal Lands 
Road Safety Audits: Case Studies project, a compilation of the results of six FHWA- 
sponsored RSAs. It is designed to demonstrate the effectiveness of RSAs and provide 
Federal Land Management and tribal agencies with examples and advice in implementing 
the safety improvements recommended by RSAs for their jurisdictions. 

Tribal Technical Assistance Program 

Education and training remain significant challenges for Tribes. Many Tribes do 
not have a sustainable level of transportation expertise, given their size and resources. 

The FHWA supports a tribal transportation assistance program with seven centers serving 
Indian Country. These Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TTAP) centers provide a 
variety of training and professional development programs, technology updates, and 
technical assistance to enhance road management and safety. They are a key resource for 
basic services and to help many Tribes become self-sufficient as sovereign nations in 
transportation delivery. The purpose of our seven TTAP centers is to foster a safe, 
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efficient, and environmentally sound surface transportation system by improving the 
skills and increasing the knowledge of local transportation professionals. 

FHWA, through the TTAPs, continues to provide technical assistance and training 
to Tribes on conducting their own RSAs. For example, FHWA has provided funding and 
support to the Northern Plains TTAP to sponsor a Road Safety Audit Outreach 
Coordinator, who has provided training and RSAs for the Spirit Lake Nation, the 
Winnebago Nation, and others. 

Tribal transportation has in many ways been approached with the same 
assumptions for all tribes, which potentially leaves gaps in the delivery of the program to 
the many diverse tribes. Tribal programs fall within one of several models— tribal 
governments that have operating and staffed transportation departments with in-house 
capability and expertise; tribal governments that have taken over some functions of a 
transportation program; tribal governments that are administering program funds but have 
minimal staffing or expertise; and tribal governments that have no professional 
transportation staff and rely on BIA for administration of the program. 

As tribal governments take on more and more responsibility for their 
transportation programs, there is an increased need for capacity building. Tribes often 
have limited personnel working in transportation and it is imperative that those 
employees are knowledgeable in many facets of the program from funding, to legislative 
and regulatory issues, technical issues, contracting, construction, and maintenance. 

While FHWA has remained focused on implementing SAFETEA-LU since its 
enactment, the Agency has also been recently hard at work ensuring that Tribes utilize 
the much needed supplemental resources provided by the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). 

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009 

In addition to SAFETEA-LU funding, the Recovery Act has supplemented 
funding for tribal communities by providing an additional $3 1 0 million for the IRR 
program. During the thirteen months since the Recovery Act was signed into law by 
President Obama on February 1 7, 2009, FHWA has been working diligently to ensure 
that the funds for these projects are distributed quickly, wisely, and with unprecedented 
transparency and accountability. Federally-recognized Tribes are eligible to receive 
Recovery Act funding based on the IRR formula, which takes into account the highway 
projects’ estimated construction cost, volume of traffic along the route, and the Tribe’s 
current population. Much of the IRR portion of the Recovery Act has been dedicated to 
improving roads that provide critical links between tribal residences and vital community 
services such as schools and health care facilities. 

For example, in May, the Ramah Navajo Chapter in northwest New Mexico 
became the Nation’s first Tribe to receive direct road repair funding from Recovery Act 
funds. The Tribe has used more than $644,000 to help resurface nearly 1 0 miles of 
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Ramah Navajo Route 125— also known as Veteran’s Highway— on the Tribe’s 168,000- 
acre reservation. Route 125 is the primary north-south route through the Ramah Navajo 
Chapter. The route is utilized by all 3,500 registered community members because it 
intersects with the Chapter’s headquarters in Mountain View, serves as the primary 
school bus route for two school districts, and is a designated evacuation route. The funds 
used for this project addressed pavement rehabilitation and road improvements by 
correcting major safety issues including sudden undulations or dips in the road; and lack 
of striping, signs, guardrails and hazard markers needed by drivers during inclement 
weather and other times of decreased visibility. 

Additionally, in the summer of 2009, both the Oglala Sioux Tribe of the Pine 
Ridge Reservation (in South Dakota) and the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe (whose lands 
straddle the South and North Dakota border) began multi-million dollar Recovery Act 
projects to improve road quality and safety for motorists on tribal lands. These projects 
are on primary reservation routes that are critical to the Tribes. 

On February 1 7, 2010, the one-year anniversary of the Recovery Act, Secretary 
LaHood announced $1.5 billion in Transportation Investment Generating Economic 
Recovery (TIGER) Grant awards for 5 1 projects nationwide. U.S. DOT could provide 
awards to fewer than 3% of the more than 1,400 applicants, who submitted more than 
$60 billion in applications for this $1.5 billion program. One of the selected projects 
included a $3 1 million US 491 project on the Navajo Nation in New Mexico. 
Administrator Victor Mendez traveled to New Mexico to meet with tribal leaders and 
announce this grant that same day. This area is located in McKinley and San Juan 
counties, which are designated as economically distressed areas. US 491 is the primary 
north-south highway in the rural area of northwest New Mexico and connects the local 
Navajo Nation to other parts of New Mexico, Colorado, and Four Comers area. It is a 
major trucking route with increasingly high volumes of commercial traffic. These 
TIGER grant funds will help to improve safety, transportation efficiency, and potential 
economic development opportunities for the Navajo Nation and the State of New 
Mexico. Specifically, this project will address such issues by providing two additional 
lanes and separating north- and south-bound traffic with a 46-foot median, constructing 
turn lanes for acceleration and deceleration in commercial and high-traffic areas, and 
improving intersections, signage, markings and drainage facilities. Statistics indicate the 
fatality rate along this roadway to be from 2.2 to 3.6 times the average State rate. 

The Department also awarded a TIGER Grant to the South Dakota DOT for a $1 0 
million project along US 18 in Oglala and Pine Ridge, South Dakota and located on the 
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation. This project is located in Shannon County, which is 
designated as an economically distressed area. These TIGER Grant funds will serve to 
upgrade a 15.6 mile section of two-lane highway through the Pine Ridge Indian 
Reservation. Specifically, these funds will be used to construct shoulders with rumble 
strips, and take other measures to improve safety and diminish the high incidence of fatal 
crashes. Additional improvements include adding sidewalks with lighting and improving 
access to transit. Curbs, gutters and storm sewers will also be constructed. 
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FHWA, along with BIA and with input from Tribes, has developed a process that 
describes the requirements for Tribes to receive and obligate their share of Recovery Act 
funding and focuses on assuring obligation of the majority of the $310 million before 
early summer, 2010. FHWA and BIA, with input from the IRRPCC, have jointly 
developed a Recovery Act Redistribution Guidance and are confident that all of the 
Recovery Act IRR funds will be obligated before the September 30, 2010 deadline. As 
part of the Redistribution Guidance, FHWA and BIA just completed the evaluation and 
ranking of 145 tribally submitted redistribution proposals valued at $146 million, it is 
anticipated that the initial funding through the redistribution process will begin in the 
coming weeks. 

Over the coming months, FHWA and BIA will continue to review the status of 
the Recovery Act IRR funding and make funds available for redistribution to those Tribes 
who are positioned to deliver projects so as to assure their total obligation. 

CONCLUSION 

Transportation is a critical tool for Tribes to improve the quality of life in their 
communities. The challenges are to maintain and improve transportation systems serving 
Indian lands and Alaska Native villages in order to provide safe and efficient 
transportation options for residents and access for visitor enjoyment, while at the same 
time protecting environmentally sensitive lands and cultural resources. FHWA is 
committed to improving transportation access to and through tribal lands through 
stewardship of Federal Lands Highway programs by providing balanced, safe, and 
innovative roadways that blend into or enhance the existing environment; and by 
providing technical services to the transportation community. We are also committed to 
building more effective day-to-day working relationships with Indian Tribes, reflecting 
respect for the rights of self-government and self-determination based on principles of 
tribal sovereignty. 

Mr. Chairman, Members thank you again for this opportunity to testify. I will be 
pleased to answer any questions you may have. 
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Greg Nadeau 

Deputy Adiiiiiiistrator 

Fei ray Administration 

LH! July 8, 2009, Gregory G, Nadeau became the !9th Federal Highway Deputy 
Administrator. 

Since 2003, Deputy' Administrator Nadeau served as the Maine Department of 
Transportation's (MaineDOT) Deputy Commissioner for Policy. Planning and 
Coramuriication under the administration of Governor John E. Baldacci. !ii this 
role, he was responsible for state and federal governmental affairs, statewide 
transportation system planning, communications, freight and business services, and passenger 
transportation. Among MaineDOT’s accomplishments during his tenure w-ere the development 
of an integrated approach to transportation system planning, the publication of “Connecting 
Maine"', the department’s statewide multi-modal long-range transportation plan, and the 
Northeast CanAM Connections Study, a regional economic analysis of east-west tran.sportation 
access from Eastern Canada to New York State administered by MaineDOT. .As Deputy 
Commissioner, he advocated and lead eftbits to approach transportation planning on a systems 
basis utilizing the capacity of all modes, and minimizing impact on communities and the 
environment through regional and community based planning. 

Mr. Nadeau served as MaineDOT’s liaison to Maine’s congressional delegation, and was 
involved in numerous statewide economic development initiatives throughout his state service. 
He also served on the Maine Turnpike Authority’s Board of Directors from 2002 to 2009. 

Mr, Nadeau served as Senior Policy Advisor to Governor Angus King from 1 99.5 to 2002, 
responsible for a number of policy areas including; transportation, economic development, 
energy and utilities, environmental protection and labor, to name a few. 

From 1978 to 1990, Mr. Nadeau represented Lewiston in the Maine House of Representatives. 
During his tenure, he served on numerous special and .standing committee.s including: the 
Standing Committees on Transportation. Appropriations and Financial Affairs, as well as House 
Chair of Housing and Economic Development (now known as Business, Research and Economic 
Development). 
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John M. Btixier 

Associate Administrator, Federal Lands Highway 


On April 9, 2007 John became the Associate y\dmiHistrator for the 
Federal Lands Highway Program. He leads an orgaoization of over 650 
iployees and an annual program of approximately $ 1 billion. The 
dcral Lands Highway Program provides resources for a coordinated 
program of public roads that serc'e the transportation needs of Federal 
and Indian lands. 

Prior to this assignment, from 2003 to 2007 John was the Director of the 
of Safety Design. He led a multi-disciplinary staff in the development and 
: I of strategies and policies that impact highway safety performance. 


FHW A in 1 983, and advanced through the Highway Engineer Training Program 
to assume engineering program positions in Michigan and Utah. From 1988 to 1992 he held 
positions in traffic operations and Intelligent Transportation Systems at the national level. From 
1 992 to i 995 he assumed the position of Planning and Program Management Engi neer in New 
Me-xico, working with New Mexico’s MPOs and National Laboratories in research. From 1995 
to 1999 he became the Assistance Division Administrator in the UtttJi Division, assisting in the 
development of plans for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games and delivering the $1.59 Billion 1-15 
megaproject. As Indiana Division Administrator from 1999 to 2003 he administered a $700+ 
million Federal-aid highway program in partnership with the Indiana Department of 
Transportation, Metropolitan Planning Organizations and others. 


John holds a bachelors degree in Civil Engineering and a masters degree in Transportation 
Faigineering from Clemson University in South Carolina, He is a registered Professional 
Engineer in the state of Utah. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Nadeau. 
Mr. Keel. 


Mr. Keel’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Keel. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

On behalf of the National Congress of American Indians, I want 
to thank you for holding this hearing and allowing us the oppor- 
tunity to provide testimony. We have written testimony that will 
be provided for the record, and I will try to summarize this and 
stay within the time frame. 

Infrastructure development is critical to economic development, 
recovery, creating jobs, and improving living conditions for individ- 
uals and families in Indian country. Housing is a necessary link to 
provide stability for and safety to tribal families. 

Tribes have increased capacity to address the disturbing housing 
and infrastructure conditions in Indian country through developing 
and managing their own programs and, in many cases, leveraging 
Department of Housing and Urban Development funding. 

Building a transportation system that allows for safe travel and 
promotes economic expansion helps strengthen tribal communities, 
while at the same time making valuable contributions to much of 
rural America. Surface transportation in Indian country connects 
and serves both tribal and non-tribal communities. 

The United States recently faced one of the most significant 
housing crises in the Nation’s history. However, many forget that 
Indian housing has been in crisis for generations. Forty percent of 
on-reservation housing is considered substandard, compared to 6 
percent outside of Indian country, and nearly one-third of homes on 
reservations are overcrowded. In order to meet current housing de- 
mand in reservation communities, 200,000 units are needed imme- 
diately, requiring a Federal investment of around $1 billion. 

Eleven percent of native households lack kitchen facilities, 17 
percent lack telephone service, and 12 percent lack complete 
plumbing, while less than 1 percent of the U.S. general population 
lacks any of these facilities. 

Finally, of the 60,000 homes being maintained by Federal hous- 
ing assistance programs serving Native Americans, it is estimated 
that 70 percent, or 42,000 homes, are in need of retrofitting, such 
as windows, insulation, efficient furnaces, air, elder or handicapped 
conversion, and those things. 

NCAI and tribal leaders are very alarmed at the proposed de- 
crease to the Native American Housing Block Grant program in 
HUD, which constitutes one of the largest percent decreases pro- 
posed for any area of the President’s budget that benefits Indian 
country. The proposed level would cut the Housing Block Grant 
program by 17 percent from the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. 

The administration’s justification for these cuts is that the pro- 
gram is operating at a high volume due to Recovery Act funding. 
However, the ARRA funding was intended to be over and above 
regular appropriations. The proposed reductions also come at the 
same time that the President has requested a 3-year freeze in do- 
mestic spending. 

As Indian country works toward putting our citizens back to 
work, the proposed cuts would adversely affect the construction in- 
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dustry, which is one of the more stable industries with substantial 
employment in Indian country. NCAI urges this committee to work 
toward restoring the cut proposed for the Housing Block Grant 
funding for fiscal year 2011. 

The Indian Reservation Road system comprises over, as you 
heard, 120,000 miles of public roads with multiple owners, includ- 
ing the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian tribes. States, and coun- 
ties. The IRR system is the most underdeveloped road network in 
the Nation, yet is the primary transportation system for all resi- 
dents and visitors to American Indian and Alaska Native commu- 
nities. 

Over 66 percent of the system is unimproved earth and gravel, 
and around 24 percent of the bridges are classified as deficient. 
These conditions make it difficult for residents of tribal commu- 
nities to travel to hospitals, stores, schools, and employment cen- 
ters. 

State governments spend between $4,000 and $5,000 per road 
mile on maintaining State roads and highways. In Indian country, 
road maintenance funding is less than $500 per road mile. Indian 
country has an unmet need of well over $258 million in mainte- 
nance funding for roads and bridges and $310 million in unmet 
new roads and bridge projects. 

For fiscal year 2011, the Department has included a new $200 
million program in the Federal-aid Highway Program within the 
Federal Highway Administration, a competitive grant titled 
“Liveable Communities Grant Program,” which is designed to as- 
sist State, local, and tribal governments in developing and coordi- 
nating smarter communities with transportation, housing, and 
commercial developments. This new program would be beneficial to 
tribes by effectively enhancing their economic development oppor- 
tunities. 

Currently, Indian reservation roads make up nearly 3 percent of 
Federal roadways, but they receive less than one-half of 1 percent 
of total Federal Highway funding. At the current funding levels, 
the IRR program receives only about half of the amount per road 
mile that States receive. 

Indian country is a critical player as the Nation considers ways 
to promote jobs and to work toward economic recovery. When tribes 
have the necessary tools to exercise their inherent right to self-gov- 
ernment, the results include strides toward improving the health 
and social and economic wellbeing of Indian country, non-native 
citizens residing on reservations, and off-reservation residents of 
neighboring communities. 

We applaud the administration’s efforts towards investments in 
Indian country. We look forward to working with you to ensure 
that the needs of Indian country are addressed in the fiscal year 
2011 appropriations process. 

Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS 
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On behalf of the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), thank you for the 
opportunity to testify about our views on proposed funding for tribal housing and 
transportation programs in the President’s FY 2011 budget request. NCAI is the oldest 
and largest national organization in the United States and is steadfasdy dedicated to 
protecting the rights of tribal ^vemments and advancing the welfare of Indian people.. 

This includes our support for much needed infrastructure development in tribal 
communities. NCAI applauds the Administration’s many proposals for 201 1 to 
continue to make investments in In dian Country. NCAI looks forward to working with 
members of this Appropriations Subcommittee to enhance investments in infrastructure 
development such as housing and tonsportation. 

Infrastructure development is critical to economic development, recover)', creating jobs, 
and improving living conditions for individuals and families in Indian Country. I lousing 
is a necessary link to provide stability for and safety to tribal families. Tribes have 
increased capacity to address the disturbing housing and infrastructure conditions in 
Indian Country through developing and managing their own programs and in many cases 
leveraging Department of Housing and Urban Development funding. In addition, 
building a transportation system that allows for safe travel and promotes economic 
expansion will help us strengthen our tribal conmuniries, while at the same time making 
valuable contributions to much of rural America. Surface transportation in Indian 
Country involves thousands of miles of roads, bridges, and highways. It connects and 
serv-es both tribal and non-triba! communities. 

Housing 

The United States recendy faced one of the most signiEcant housing crises in the nation’s 
history. However, many forget that Indian housing has been in crisis for generations. 

Forty percent of on-reservation housing is considered substandard (compared to six 
percent outside of Indian Country'), and nearly one-third of homes on reservations are 
overcrowded. In order to meet current housing demand in reservation communities, 

200, (KX) housing units are needed immediately, requiring a federal investment of some $1 
billion. Eleven percent of Native households lacks kitchen facilities, 17 percent lacks 
telephone service, and 12 percent lacks complete plumbing, while less than 1 percent of 
the IJ.S. general population lacks any of these facilities. Finally, of the 60,000 homes 
being maintained by federal housing assistance programs serving Native iVmericans, it is 
estimated that 70 percent, or 42,000 homes, arc in need of retrofitting (windows, 
insulation, efficient furnaces/air, elder/ handicap conversion, etc.). 
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Indian communities also face barriers to housing development, such as the lack of 
significant private investment opportunities, low functioning housing markets, and 
poverty. Accesses to mortgage financing opportunities are particularly scarce. Sixty-five 
percent of tribal respondents to the Native 2 \merican Ix^nding Study rated mortgages as 
difficult or very difficult to attain. The same study noted that less than 2 percent of 
Native households earning sufficient mcome to qualify for mortgages were actually 
homeowners. 
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NCAl THUD Budget 2011 Testimony 
March 24, 2010 


Building on the strong foundations of Indian self-determination, in 1996, Congress passed the 
Native American Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act (NAHASDA), which revolutionized 
how federal housing assistance is made available to Native American communities. NAIL‘\SDA 
consolidated a number of existing housing funds into a single block grant — the Native American 
Housing Block Grant Program (NAHBG) — and increased the role of Indian tribes in the design and 
implementation of tribal housing and related infrastructure programs. I 'hc Native American Housing 
Block Gram Program is the single largest source of capital for Indian Countr)^ housing development, 
housing-related infrastructure, and home repair and maintenance. The program assists tribes in 
developing, operating, maintaining, and supporting affordable housing for rental or homeownership. 
Funds may be used for acquisition, new construction, rehabilitation of affordable housing, site 
improvement, development and rehabilitation of utilities and infrastructure, utility services, conversion, 
demolition, financing, administration and planning, improvement to achieve greater energ)’^ efficiency, 
mold remediation, investments that leverage private sector funding or financing for renovations, and 
energy conservation retrofit investments. Now, 13 years after enactment, NAHASDA has resulted in 
the construction of tens of thousands more housing units, as well as increased tribal capacity to address 
related infrastructure and economic development challenges faced by tribal members. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

NCAI and tribal leaders are very alarmed at the proposed decrease to the Native American 
Housing Block Grant program, which constitutes one of the largest percent decreases proposed for 
any area of the President’s 1^' 2011 federal budget that benefits Indian Country. The proposed level 
would cut the NAHBG program by 17 percent from the FY 2010 enacted level and 11 percent from 
the FY 2009 level. 

The Administration’s justification for not requesting the standard formula amount is that the 
program is operating at a high volume due to American Recover)' and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funding provided in FY 2009. However, the ARR/\ funding was intended to be over and above regular 
appropriations. The proposed reduction to the formula level comes at the same time that the President 
has requested a three-year freeze in domestic spending. One positive aspect of the ARRi\ NAHBG 
funding was that 50 percent was distributed by a grant process that allowed smaller tribes to be 
awarded sufficient funding to complete projects. (Several examples of grants to tribes made with 
ARIL\ funding are provided below.) The proposed reduction would impact smaller and poorer tribes 
in FY 201 1 . As Indian Countiy' works towards putting our citizens back to work, the proposed FY 
201 1 cut would also adversely affect the construction industry, which is one of the more stable 
industries with substantial employment in Indian Country. 

NCAI would Eke to point out the inconsistency of the justification to cut the NAHBG formula 
funding in FY 2011 with the intention of ARRA. The Administration and Congress provided 
tremendous support to tribal programs through the Recovery Act to Native American housing, 
detention faciEties, clean water and waste water systems, and programs of the Indian Health Service, 
but only dropped support for housing in the FY 2011 budget request. NCAI urges this 
Subcommittee to work toward restoring the cut proposed for the NAHBG funding for FY 2011. 

The NCAI FY^ 2011 Indian Country Budget Request for Indian housing includes the foEowing 
recommendations: 

• Fund the Indian Housing Block Grant (IHBG) at $875 million. 
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• Fund the Indian Community Development Block Grant at $100 million. 

• Fund Title VI of the Native American Housing Assistance and Self Determination 
Act of 1996 (NAHASDA) at $2 million. 

• Fund the Section 184 Program at $9 million. 

• Fund NAHASDA’s Training and Technical Assistance at $4.8 million. 

• Fund Title VIIPs Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant at $20 million. 

Recovery Act Successes 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) appropriated $497.3 million for Indian 
tribes and tribaliy designated housing entities under the Native Amencan Housing Block Grant 
Program. Of this nearly $500 million appropriated under the Recovery Act, some $255 million was 
distributed according to the funding formula used in FY 2008 to nearly 600 tribes and tribal housing 
entities. The remaining $242.3 million is being awarded under a competitive application process on a 
rolling basis. Tribes have been able to put Recover)’ Act money into shovel ready housing projects that 
are making differences in Indian Country. 

Examples of ARR/\ NAHBG compedtivc program awards: 

• New housing construction for the Leech Lake I lousing Authority and the little River Band 
of Ottawa Indians, Ml ($3 million) 

• Infrastructure for 50 new homes for the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, MA (|2 million) 

• Housing Rehabilitarion for Lumbee Tribe of NC ($4 million) 

• Acquisition of 3 rental housing units for the Chico Rancheria Housing Corporadon, CA ($1.8 
million) 

• Infrastructure (streets, curbs and gutters) for a subdivision at Nambe Pueblo, NM (|2 
million) 

Although the ARRA funding has proGded many successes in Indian Country, tribes still have 
tremendous need to address and provide safe and decent housing for their citizens 

Transportation 

The Indian Reservadon Roads (IRR) system comprises over 104,000 miles of public roads with 
multiple owners, including the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian tribes, states and counties. Indian 
Reservation Roads are the most underdeveloped road network in the nation’ — yet this is the primary 
transportation system for all residents of and visitors to American Indian and Alaska Native 
communities. Over 66 percent of the system is unimproved earth and gravel. Approximately 24 percent 
of IRR bridges are classified as deficient. These conditions make it very difficult for residents of tribal 
communities to travel to hospitals, stores, schools, and employment centers.' 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs Road Maintenance Program is responsible for 27,034 miles of BIA- 
owned roads and 926 bridges. In 2003, the BIA acknowle<%ed that at least $120 million per year was 
needed to maintain BIA-owned roads and brides to an adequate standard, and that $50 million per 


' Bureau of Indian Affairs, 7'ransporrarion Serving Native ^American Lands: ’lKA-21 Reauthorizarion Resource Paper (2003). 

- Statement of |ohn Baxtor, .Administrator of Federal I.ands, FHW'A, U.S. DOT, Hearing on Transportaiion Issues in Indian Country Before 
Senate Comm, on Indian Affairs, 110'^ f -‘^ng. 1” session (2007). 


Page 3 of 5 



494 


NCAI mUD Budget FY 201 1 Testimony 
March 24, 20 W 


year was needed for bridge rehabilitation and replacement. Costs to maintain these roads have risen 
sharply in the past five years, due to high inflation costs for construction. 

State governments spend between $4,000 and $5,000 pet road mile on maintaining state roads and 
highways. In Indian Countr}% by contrast, road maintenance funding is less than $500 spent per road 
mile. Indian Countr)- has an unmet immediate need of well over $258 million in maintenance funding 
for roads and bridges, and $310 million in unmet new roads and bridges projects. 

Transportation infrastructure is vital to tribal economies, education systems, and healthcare and 
social service programs. Tribal communities are threatened by unsafe and often inaccessible roads, 
bridges and ferries. Indian tribes suffer injury and death by driving and walking along reservation 
roadways at rates far above the national average. Data shows 5,962 fatal motor vehicle crashes were 
reported on Indian reservation roads between 1975 and 2002 with 7,093 lives lost. The trend is on the 
increase, up nearly 25% to over 284 lives lost per year in the last fiv’^e years of study. \XTiile the number 
of fatal crashes in the nation during the study period declined 2.2 percent, the number of fatal motor 
vehicle crashes per year on Indian reservations increased 52.5 percent. American Indians also have the 
highest rates of pedestrian injurj^ and death per capita of any racial or ethnic group in the United States. 

Tribal communities share many of the same obstacles as other rural communities in addressing 
how to improve transportation needs. NCAI has diligendy worked with tribal governments to find 
solutions for improving the infrastructure of Indian Country, including transportation. Tribes are now 
pro-active in this effort through the legislative process, by building partnerships with other entities, and 
by generating revenue to assist in financing their transportation projects. 

Department of Transportation (DOT) 

The Department of Transportation has requested a total of $450 million for the Indian Reservation 
Roads Program (IRR), $14 million for IRR Bridge Program, and $15 million for Public Transportation 
on Indian Reservations Section 531t(c). These amounts are level with the enacted FY 2010 funding for 
tribal transportation programs through DOT. 

For FY 2011, the Department has included a new $200 million program in the Federal-aid 
Highway Program within Federal Highway Administration, a competitive grant titled, IJvab/e 
Coffimunities Grant Program, which is designed to assist state, local, and tribal governments in developing 
and coordinating smarter communities with transportation, housing and commercial developments. 
This new program would be beneficial to tribes by effectively enhancing their economic development 
opportunities. 

The authorization of Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (SAFETEA-LU), ended on September 30, 2009. In the extension of SAFEU"EA~LU, Indian 
Country transportation programs funding has remained steady at FY'' 2009 funding levels. Funding for 
the IRR program and other tribal transportation programs is authorized ever)' five to six years through 
federal highway reauthorization legislation and has been severely underfunded. NCAI will be working 
with Congress on the next SAFE l'EA-LU reauthorization in the coming months to increase the 
funding for IRR to $800 million in the outyears. 

The Highway Trust Fund, which primarily funds transportation programs, and has been 
experiencing depleted funding amounts due to low federal gas tax receipts. Congress just recently, in 
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the lliringlncentives to Restore Emp/oyment Aft (I IIRE), deposited §19.5 billion into the Highway Trust 
Fund to fund highway projects through the year. Estimates on the Highway Trust Fund’s FY 2010 
shortfall run from $8 to §10 billion. Without an immediate and substantial increase in Highway Trust 
Fund revenues, the American Road & Transportation Builders Association estimates that the federal 
transportation investment could be cut by 40 percent in 2009 alone. If left uncorrected, this will 

mean a disastrous cut in tribal transportation funding as well. 

Like states, Indian tribes receive some funding for road construction from the federal Highway- 
Trust Fund, but the amount given to tribes is much less than what states receive. Currently, Indian 
Reserv’^ation Roads make up nearly 3 percent of federal roadways, but they receive less than 0.5 percent 
of total federal highway funding. At the current funding levels, the IRR program receives only about 
half the amount per road mile that states receive. 

The federal government also makes some funds available to tribes for IRR maintenance under the 
BIA Maintenance Program. This program is also woefully inadequate. The BIA spends less than |1,000 
per mile for road maintenance, compared to estimates of $4,000-15,000 per mile used by states to fund 
non-IRR maintenance. Moreover, the states, which receive federal funding for their own roads that 
fall within resen-'adons, frequendy shirk their obligation to improve or maintain these roads and instead 
siphon off the funds for use elsewhere. 

Faced with a severe inadequacy of funding from federal and state sources, tribal governments have 
looked for other sources of revenue, including levying their own motor fuel taxes. VCTiile tribes have 
the same authority as other governments to collect taxes, the ability of tribes to tax fuel on tribal lands 
has been severely diminished by the Supreme Court. The Court has upheld the authority of the states 
to reach onto tribal land to collect a state motor fuel tax. The dual taxation that would result if both 
states and tribes impose a motor fuel tax makes it impractical for tribes to generate revenue through 
motor fuel taxes. Although some tribes and states have been able to negotiate motor fuel tax revenue- 
sharing agreements, these cases are the exception rather than the rule. In most areas, the state 
governments’ collection of motor fuel taxes in Indian Country displaces the ability of tribal 
governments to collect motor fuel raxes. 

NCAT requests that the Subcommittee consider the following FY 2011 funding recommendations: 

• $800 million for the Indian Reservation Roads Programs. 

• $75 million for the Indian Reservations Roads Bridge Program, 

• $4.2 million for Tribal Technical Assistance Programs (TTAPs). 

• $35 million for the Tribal Transit Program. 

• $200 million program for the Liveable Communities Grant Program. 
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; ietferson Keel is currently serving as President of the National Congress of 
I American Indians, the.nation's oldest and largest Indian Tribal organization which 
represents over seventy-five percent of the nation’s American Indian and Alaskan 
Native population. He is also in his third 4-year teim as the lA. Governor of the 
: (rhickasaw Nation. Jefferson earned his Bacheloi^ degree from East Central 
University and a Masters degree from Troy State University. He is a retired U.S- 
Arrny officer with over 20 years active duty’, wliich includes combat duly in Viet Nain where he 
received ntimeroiis awards and decorations for heroism. 

Lt. Governor Keel is firmly committed to the service of Indian people. He believes in helping people to 
achieve self sufficiency by providing them with the proper tools for success, the opportunity to attain the 
education and training they need. He alsK) seiv'es on numerous national committees, indudlng the 
Department o f the Interior and the Indian Health Service. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Keel. 

First of all, let me just say to HUD and to the Federal Highway 
Administration, I think that all of the indications, are that you 
have gotten the moneys out as quickly as they could be, the major 
sums going by formula to the various places they were needed to 
go. It is a question of how quickly, then, those moneys get into 
usage, it seems to me, which may be partly capacity at the other 
end. 

And what other things — we have had some testimony — after say- 
ing that, the other thing that I think needs to be said here: There 
is remarkable unanimity in your written testimony of the needs, of 
the level of the needs, and, in some cases, some pretty direct statis- 
tical measures. Mr. Keel and Ms. Henriquez, you agree that some- 
where around 200,000 units of housing are needed. Now, I have 
seen those data in studies that go back to 2002 or thereabouts, so 
it is time that we brought those up to date. That certainly is so. 

We also seem to agree on the number of 120,000 or so miles of 
roads under the highway system. We only need to worry about, for 
this subcommittee, housing and transportation. If we could make 
headway here, then maybe it might provide ways, a route to do 
headway in other places. I am not quite sure. 

But when you get down to the details — I want to just ask a cou- 
ple of general questions and then some more specific questions. 

NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS 

But for you, Mr. Keel, the NCAI, is that a voluntary membership 
from the various recognized tribes? There are some 550, 560, what- 
ever the number is today, of recognized tribes. Are they all mem- 
bers? Or what is your membership? What is your 

Mr. Keel. It is a voluntary membership organization. Currently, 
there are around 260 tribes that are members of the organization. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Do you provide capacity building for those 250, 
or do you go beyond the 250 members for other, sort of, peripheral 
tribes where you can? Do they come to you for assistance? 

Mr. Keel. Yes, they do. We provide assistance to any tribe that 
asks for assistance, regardless of whether they are members or not. 

Mr. Olver. And you are elected as president by that membership 
at a convention or something of that sort. 

Mr. Keel. Yes. Yes. 

Mr. Olver. So you are speaking, basically, primarily, for — well, 
for all the tribes, but your membership is voluntary. 

Mr. Keel. The membership is voluntary 

Mr. Olver. What percentage of the population of the recognized 
tribes would be among the 260 or 270 that are actually members? 

Mr. Keel. Of the total Indian population in this country, and 
Alaska Natives, NCAI represents around 70 percent of the total In- 
dian population. 

Mr. Olver. So it is about half of the tribes, of the recognized 
tribes, but 70 percent of the population. 

Mr. Keel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Olver. Maybe you can give us some verification of that. 

Mr. Keel. I will be happy to provide you with that information. 
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DATA DISCREPANCIES 

Mr. Olver. I understand that we are likely to have votes here 
fairly soon. Since we only have the ranking member and myself, I 
am going to use 10 minutes here and then give him 10 minutes so 
that I can get a couple more thoughts out on the table. We are 
going to be somehow cut off by votes being called and another pro- 
gram that I suspect you will already be gone by. 

On the highway situation — and I have been thrashing over this 
with staff — the last data that we had, reliable departmental data 
that we had, said that there were about 90,000 miles — that, I 
think, was 2002 or 2003 or thereabouts — with a very interesting 
factor in there. Both of you seem to agree as to the percentage of 
bridges that are deficient. The data that I saw, as of 2003, was that 
there were about 7,000 bridges on what is called the BIA group, 
and another — no, no, excuse me — on the State and county group of 
bridges, and fewer than 1,000 on the BIA operation. 

But somehow we have gotten from my data, 90,000, up to your 
now agreement that there is roughly 120,000. Something has hap- 
pened during that time that I need you folks maybe to consult with 
each other. Maybe if both of you agreed that that is where the data 
came from, I would be comfortable seeing it come back to me in 
that kind of a form. 

But the one thing that I saw in that was that there were only 
something like eight bridges per mile on the BIA roads and 35 
bridges per mile on the ones that were State and local. Federal aid, 
whatever. And it is such a bizarre difference between those. Can 
you tell me something about why that might be? 

Mr. Nadeau. I am going to ask John, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Olver. I will let you think about that. I want to throw that 
one out. I just want to throw out the data on that. And what we 
have available was very discrepant, and I don’t understand why 
that could be. 

Those data were 2006, my staff tells me, not 2003. But some- 
thing has happened here. Something substantial has happened 
that changes the proportion of roads in the system. 

Well, let me pass on there. Let me just get that as a statistical 
discrepancy, and let me go on to another thing. 

While we agree that the housing is in terrible shape, what I need 
to understand is, what is a family in Indian country? What does 
it mean to be overcrowded? We are hearing that the units have a 
lack of plumbing and kitchen facilities in some instances, 200,000, 
I don’t know. 


INDIAN reservation HOUSING 

Can you tell me roughly, Ms. Henriquez, how many housing 
units there are on the reservations? 

Ms. Henriquez. I don’t know specifically. I am going to turn to 
my colleague, who has just told me 115,000. 

Mr. Olver. 115,000 units? 

Ms. Henriquez. Of housing. 

Mr. Olver. What, then, would be the need for 200,000 units, 
which both ends of the table have agreed to? There must be some 
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discrepancy there that I am uncovering without knowing why or 
how it happens to be that we have uncovered that. 

Ms. Henriquez. I am going to ask Mr. Boyd 

Mr. Olver. And then we are having some difficulty, I am having 
deep difficulty with the discrepancies in data given, the testimony 
that has been given in the written form and what we have been 
able to get on paper. 

On the programs. Title VI programs are family housing, or is 
that single-family housing? Are those multifamily housing? One of 
the programs must be multifamily. 

Ms. Henriquez. Generally, the housing that is produced in In- 
dian country through HUD funds tends to be single-family housing. 
A few reservations, a few tribes are doing some rental housing, but 
it generally is single-family. 

Mr. Olver. Ah. Now, that is interesting that you say that. The 
Title VI loan guarantees are only a small number issued for — only 
57 issued for something like 2,000 units. That must be multifamily 
housing. I don’t understand how the data in your testimony would 
fit with that. And on the single-family home loan guarantees, that 
fits very closely with the idea that a unit of housing might cost 
$150,000 or thereabouts, something of that order. 

And I am wondering, with the size of families, is it four, five, six 
people? Do the housing units need to have three bedrooms for prop- 
er usage? 

Ms. Henriquez. Well, I was just out in the Pacific Northwest 
with the Puyallup tribe in Tacoma building lots of new housing and 
doing a ribbon-cutting. And they are units, single-family, but one 
of the new developments is probably — there are some two-bedrooms 
and some three-bedrooms. But they are building units sized for the 
families in their tribe. They are also building some one- and two- 
bedroom stand-alone houses for seniors 

Mr. Olver. Well, they have a variety of different programs which 
have been brought together. And sorting out how they have func- 
tioned over time is somewhat difficult. 

If we have time, I want to go much more deeply into the main 
one. Because the one program covers probably 80 percent, at least, 
of the dollars, and that is the Indian Housing Block Grant. 

I will pass on to my ranking member for 10 minutes there. 

HIGHWAY STIMULUS FUNDING DISTRIBUTION 

Mr. Latham. All right. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Nadeau, in distributing and obligating the $310 million of 
highway funds from the stimulus package, do you have any major 
problems of getting those dollars to the tribes or to the reserva- 
tions? And I guess another part of that is, how much actually goes 
directly to the tribes or to the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

Mr. Nadeau. Of the $310 million for the IRR program. . . 

Mr. Latham. Is your mike on? State that again. How much? 

Mr. Nadeau. Let me try that again. Of the $310 million, first of 
all, our obligation right now is about — testing, one, two, three. 

I am sorry. Your question, again, was the obligation? 

Mr. Latham. I forgot. No, of the 310, what problems have you 
had getting the money out the door, number one? Number two is. 
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how much of it goes directly to the tribes, and how much goes to 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

Mr. Nadeau. Of the $310 million, $88 million is obligated and 
$75 million is pending. The Federal Highway Administration’s obli- 
gation is about 74 percent of about the $54 million that we are dis- 
tributing directly to the tribes. BIA, I understand, is at about 30 
percent obligated and about 40 percent pending. 

The deadline to achieve 100 percent obligation for the Indian 
Reservation Roads program is September 30, 2010. So, at this 
point, we expect to have a majority of funds obligated by early 
summer and absolutely expect to have all 100 percent of the funds 
obligated by the end of September. 

In the process of identifying the most effective method of distrib- 
uting the funds to the tribes, a plan has already been established 
between the Federal Highway Administration, BIA, and the IRR 
coordinating committee to establish a redistribution plan for those 
funds that tribes are not able to expend. The estimate at this point 
is about $4 million will be remaining. And a plan to distribute that 
$4 million is already essentially agreed to and will be implemented 
over the coming weeks. 

So all of that adds up to a pretty high level of confidence that 
we will achieve 100 percent obligation by the deadline and hope to 
have most of it out by early summer. 

DIRECT FUNDING TO TRIBES 

Mr. Latham. Well, why doesn’t it all go to the tribes? 

Mr. Nadeau. If you don’t mind, I am going to see if Mr. Baxter 
can address that. 

Mr. Latham. Sure. 

Mr. Baxter. Up to 4 percent of the funds are available for ad- 
ministrative purposes for the BIA. Beyond that, all the funds do go 
to the tribes. 

Mr. Latham. Directly? 

Mr. Baxter. Not directly. Through BIA or through agreements 
with 

Mr. Latham. That is my point. Why? 

Mr. Baxter. Because these are funds available , Through the De- 
partment of Transportation 

Mr. Latham. Why don’t the tribes apply directly? 

Mr. Baxter. We are using the existing contracting mechanisms 
and the existing agreements that we have with tribes to administer 
the funds, and those are through BIA and FHWA. 

Mr. Latham. So why do some tribes go directly and some don’t? 

Mr. Baxter. Well, some tribes can work directly with the Federal 
Highway Administration. That is a provision 

Mr. Latham. Why can’t they all? 

Mr. Baxter. They all can. That is a provision of SAFETEA-LU. 
We have about 50 who have actually opted to do that. But, for a 
variety of reasons, the remaining tribes currently continue to work 
through BIA to administer their funds. 

TRIBAL CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Latham. Do you have any idea what the reason is? 
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Mr. Nadeau. I think it is that capacity issue. Over the last 5 
years, we have seen — since SAFETEA-LU was enacted — the ability 
for tribes to essentially have direct agreements with the Eederal 
Highway Administration. We have gone from working directly with 
three tribes to 50, and we are expected to be at about 100 tribes 
by the end of this fiscal year. 

It is really the advent of capacity development. What we are obli- 
gated to do under the statute is to ensure, in order to enter into 
a direct agreement, that the capacity exists to properly administer 
the funds. So, as those agreements evolve, we estimate that we will 
be working directly with about 100 tribes by the end the fiscal 
year. 

So it really comes down to their ability to administer the funds 
under the Eederal regulation, and the tribes capacity as a group to 
do that is growing. 

Mr. Latham. So some people can write grant applications for 
projects and some can’t. 

Mr. Nadeau. Some tribes have the staff capability, the training, 
literally the administrative capacity to administer a Eederal pro- 
gram directly without working through BIA. 

TRIBAL STIMULUS FUNDING — JOB CREATION 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

In your testimony, you talk about a TIGER grant going to Pine 
Ridge Reservation in South Dakota. Because the stimulus was sold 
as a jobs bill, so naturally I am a little skeptical that a large grant 
goes to South Dakota that has the third-lowest unemployment rate 
of 4.8 percent. Nebraska, right across the border there, has 4.6 per- 
cent. North Dakota, to the north, is the lowest in the Nation at 4.2 
percent. But on the reservation, unemployment is about 80 to 85 
percent. 

Is it your intention that the work being done with the TIGER 
grants will be done by residents of the reservation itself? 

Mr. Nadeau. It is highly desirable. And I am going to ask John 
to correct me if I am wrong. But, under the regular Eederal aid 
program, local hiring preferences are prohibited. In the case of the 
IRR program, I believe there is some flexibility to ensure that 
funds expended in that program can develop an agreement where- 
by a lot of the work will be done by the tribal members. 

Mr. Baxter. This is a project that was developed with the State 
and tribe working together. So, most likely, they would be looking 
toward opportunities of having Native Americans work on those 
projects as part of the delivery. 

As you mentioned. Pine Ridge it is a very high unemployment 
area, and those counties have extremely high unemployment. 

Mr. Latham. But there is no assurance that those are the people 
who — 85 percent unemployment — that those are the people who are 
going to be hired to do the project? 

Mr. Baxter. There is no assurance, but there are programs to 
help support that capability and provide training for certain job 
classifications, for roadway work, for example. So they would be 
working in cooperation to assure that that training is provided. 
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Mr. Latham. Do you have any idea how much of the highway for- 
mula funding is actually done by Native American-owned firms or 
Native American employees? 

Mr. Baxter. I do not have that number. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

Mr. Keel, I welcome you. And I see you are Vice Governor of 
Chickasaw? 

Mr. Keel. Yes, sir. Lieutenant Governor of the Chickasaw Na- 
tion. 

Mr. Latham. I see. Excuse me. I have Chickasaw County in my 
district. 

Mr. Keel. All right. 

Mr. Latham. So come and visit. We will have a celebration of 
some kind. 

Mr. Keel. I will do that. 

PROVIDING TRIBES WITH MORE CAPACITY 

Mr. Latham. And thank you for your service in the military. 

But do you have anything to — a comment? Why don’t you have 
capacity? Why don’t all the tribes have capacity? 

If all the tribes don’t, does your organization have any kind of 
a clearinghouse or home of expertise to be able to help all these 
tribes so that they can all compete for these funds, rather than 
have to go through the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

Mr. Keel. Our staff work with different tribal governments to 
help, not necessarily provide direct technical assistance, but at 
least get them in contact with the appropriate people to do the 
training. 

One thing that I would mention on the capacity, tribal capacity: 
There are tribes that have demonstrated that they have the capac- 
ity to operate these funds, these programs, and conduct the right 
types of arrangements regarding transportation and a whole range 
of program activity. 

The question that was asked about the assurance, whether tribal 
members would be able to do the work, I seriously doubt that that 
will happen, particularly because, in most of those areas, there are 
not construction companies that are tribally owned to perform that 
type of work. 

And so, in many areas, the tribes have to work with the State 
governments, the State departments of transportation in order to 
get those types of services to reach their reservations, and some- 
times that is very difficult. You know, we would like to say that 
all tribes have a great working relationship with the State govern- 
ments, but, in fact, that is not the case. Sometimes it is very ten- 
uous, and it is very difficult to get agreement or cooperation with 
those programs. 

Mr. Latham. What you are saying is that we are going to be giv- 
ing money to a project in a State with 4.8 percent unemployment 
and it is not going to employ any of the people on the reservation, 
where unemployment is 80 to 85 percent. So what you are doing 
is you are putting all this money into a State and into an economy 
that doesn’t have unemployment problems and ignoring the tre- 
mendous need that is on the reservation itself. 
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Mr. Keel. I have spoken with Assistant Secretary Larry Echo 
Hawk from the Department of Interior, the Assistant Secretary for 
Indian Affairs, about this particular dilemma that we are in with 
Indian reservation roads and how they operate that program and 
whether or not it is efficient. And we are looking at possibly coming 
up with some solutions and recommendations on how we can better 
get a handle on how it is managed. In fact, it has proven not to 
be a very efficient program through the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
in the past, but I think that we can — we are looking at ways to im- 
prove it. 

Mr. Latham. Would you indulge me for one more question, Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr. Olver. Surely. 

TRIBAL CONSTRUCTION BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Latham. Can you give me any reason why someone on the 
reservation would not start their own — I mean, you have a major 
amount of money here. Is there some reason that someone wouldn’t 
start a construction business or paving business on the reservation, 
if you know that you have all these people? Is there leadership that 
isn’t saying, “Let’s do this”? 

Mr. Keel. I don’t want to speak for every tribal government be- 
cause, obviously, there are tribes that have ordinances or leader- 
ship that has looked at this problem or these types of activities. 
Some tribes are simply at a point where they don’t have the re- 
sources to provide this. 

I am sure that — I know that there are individual Indian people 
who live on those reservations who would love to get into this type 
of business, to begin a business. Quite simply, they don’t have the 
resources to get a start-up business going. It is very expensive. 

Mr. Keel. I know that we have worked with the Small Business 
Administration in terms of providing loans. The Bureau of Indian 
Affairs has some loan guarantee programs that have assisted. But, 
quite frankly, I couldn’t answer that question for those Indian 
tribes. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

PERCENTAGE OF GRANT FUNDING FOR HOUSING CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Let’s try to stay somewhere close to where Mr. 
Latham has been here. I think the issue of capacity is absolutely 
critical. I wanted to ask, for the large IHBG, the big block grant, 
how much of that money is used for actual construction, the devel- 
opment of housing and construction of housing? Can you give me 
a sense of what the number might be? 

Ms. Henriquez. According to our records, about 73 percent, or 
73 cents on the dollar, goes for hard costs, so the actual construc- 
tion. 

Mr. Olver. Hard costs? 

Ms. Henriquez. Right. 

Mr. Olver. Seventy-three percent? Seventy percent? My good- 
ness, we are about to have another whole discrepancy. The table 
that I have shows a much smaller identifiable — what is the 

Ms. Henriquez. What chart are you looking at, Mr. Chairman? 
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Mr. Olver. We are looking at a table that looks like this, talking 
about the 2009 IHBG. 

Ms. Henriquez. Yep, I have it. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. You have that? 

Ms. Henriquez. I do. 

Mr. Olver. Well, can you tell me what parts of that you consider 
to be hard costs? 

Ms. Henriquez. If you look at line items lA through 2B, so ac- 
tivities — 

Mr. Olver. So you are including IB, operating, as a hard cost? 
When I thought of hard costs of construction 

Ms. Henriquez. It is lA. I am sorry. It is lA, which is the mod- 
ernization. 

Mr. Olver. And 2 and 2B. 

Ms. Henriquez. And it is 2A — well, construction under rental, 
construction under homeownership 

Mr. Olver. Right. Okay. Everything below that is soft? 

Ms. Henriquez [continuing]. And acquisition and rehabilitation 
in both rental and homeownership, as well. 

Mr. Olver. Yeah. Okay. Everything under the 2s. 

Ms. Henriquez. Right. 

Mr. Olver. But that comes to only $300 million, slightly less 
than $300 million, of the $640 million. The rest of it, the operating 
and the things at the bottom look — there must be some of those — 
I had heard a general estimate that it was roughly 50-50. You 
started suggesting it was close to 70. We are having a data discrep- 
ancy that we shouldn’t be going through here in this kind of a way. 

Ms. Henriquez. I agree. 

Mr. Olver. We are going to have to have some discussion. 

TRIBAL CAPACITY FOR HOUSING 

But I wanted to go through that in part to get back to the capac- 
ity issue, because — and it goes to your comment, Mr. Keel, of, 
under the President’s budget, you are being hit with a 17 percent 
loss or something of that order. 

In the case of the highway program, which is a $450 million pro- 
gram — and I think the request remains 450 — were given, under 
ARRA moneys, a little over $300 million, $310 million, which is 
about 70 percent of a year’s program. And nothing was taken out 
for the request for the 2011 year. 

In the case of the housing program, which has been 650 or there- 
abouts year by year, that one we added a new 510, which is about 
75 or 75 to 80 percent of last year’s program, in the ARRA bill. But 
now your program under housing is being proposed for a number 
that is cut by 17 percent from whatever the yearly program had 
been for the given year. 

I don’t understand. I do not, from any of the testimony that I 
hear, I do not see any reason to think that health care or housing 
or infrastructure or law enforcement, detention facilities, or any of 
those, I do not see any reason to think that housing is either less 
needy — none of your testimony suggests that — nor have you done 
any poorer job of getting the money out. It has been suggested that 
somehow the housing money does not get out. But my impression 
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is that the housing money has been delivered by formula to the 
places where it is needed. 

Then, if it is not happening as quickly, then it is a capacity issue. 
And I would like to try to pinpoint who it is that is responsible for 
the capacity. We have tribal colleges in various places. Several of 
them are technical colleges. There should be a way of getting some 
capacity there. 

I think there ought to be some responsibility on the part of the 
highway department and of HUD to build the capacity if it is not 
there. Because, clearly, if you have places that have needs and 
have the capacity and they get them going, they are doing well. 
And we like to see that, we want to see that in this kind of situa- 
tion where the needs are so demonstrably great. And if they are 
not able to do it, then what are the barriers to being able to do it, 
and how do we get at those barriers? 

Now, if you folks want to comment to that, we have some votes 
coming up here fairly soon. Give me a minute and a half or so from 
each side, if you want to comment on: What is the responsibility? 
Where should we be looking for building the capacity? How do we 
do that? It must be a capacity problem. 

Ms. Henriquez. Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask Mr. Boyd if 
he would talk about that, both 

Mr. Olver. One minute and a half for each side, and then I am 
going to go to my ranking member. 

Mr. Boyd. Well, Mr. Chairman, we clearly recognize the issues 
of capacity, but it is going to vary from tribe to tribe. As we men- 
tioned, we have 564 federally recognized tribes around the country. 
And what we have been doing and one way that we have been ap- 
proaching the capacity issue is, one, we do constant monitoring, 
working with our housing authorities throughout the country. And, 
as we begin to see any kind of deficiency within a respective tribal 
housing authority, then we have some funds that we can allocate 
directly towards that particular issue. 

Another thing that we have been trying to do over the past sev- 
eral years now is to help build the capacity within tribal housing 
authorities to really begin to leverage a lot of their funds with 
other Federal agencies, with State housing finance agencies. Until 
recently, tax credits — the learning and building the capacity to do 
tax credits in Indian country have grown and expanded quite rap- 
idly. 

It is the whole new concept, I think, the financial concept within 
Indian country, in many cases, of learning the ability to do this 
kind of leveraging. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. All right. 

The business of doing housing capacity is very different from the 
capacity that goes on in highway building, I would guess. Go 
ahead. Let me get you your minute and a half. 

TRIBAL CAPACITY FOR HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. Nadeau. I mentioned in my testimony the Tribal Technical 
Assistance Program Centers. We have seven of them around the 
country. And over the last several years, certainly since SAFETEA- 
LU, the ability to develop the capacity so that tribes can enter into 
direct agreements with the Federal Highway Administration will 
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provide a much more direct delivery system. I think this will help 
develop people with the technical ability to administer the program 
that are much more grounded in the community and understand 
the community’s needs. It also helps facilitate the connection be- 
tween transportation investment, land use, and economic develop- 
ment. It brings all those disciplines together. 

So we have been engaged in a very aggressive way, working in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the tribes, to 
help develop that capacity. In the Federal aid program, for exam- 
ple, the way the system works is very simple. We have 

Mr. Olver. You are filibustering now. 

Mr. Nadeau. Oh, I am sorry. I thought that was about a minute 
and a half. 

Mr. Olver. You are beyond the minute and a half here. 

Mr. Nadeau. I am sorry. 

Mr. Olver. Let’s go to the minute and a half over here. 

Mr. Keel. Mr. Chairman, the obvious question about capacity 
building has already been stated. There are some tribes that have 
the capacity; there are some that do not. 

At NCAI, we strive to help those tribes who want to receive tech- 
nical assistance to get that, but I would ask for a commitment from 
these administrations, from both HUD and from Federal Highway 
Administration, to work with us. And we would be happy to work 
with them to come up with a program that we could export to the 
tribes to make sure that they are capable of 

Mr. Olver. Do you think, if you were part of that, that the ex- 
port of such a thing to the tribes would be easier? 

Mr. Keel. I believe that we could help facilitate the exportation 
of that to the tribes. 

Mr. Olver. All right. Well, that might be the case. 

I have data here, in the case of the housing program, I have data 
that shows — well, my ranking member, your chance. I would go on. 

Mr. Latham. Go ahead, continue. 

Mr. Olver. I have data here on the housing side which is 18 
pages of data as to who got however much money out of the for- 
mula moneys that were distributed. And the formula moneys were 
supposedly roughly half and half, half soft and half hard. And you 
would expect the hard moneys would take longer to get out and 
make move the soft moneys, which are services and such, those 
could be gotten out fairly quickly. 

But there is a very large number of the recognized tribes who are 
getting under $100,000 as a distribution to the village, the tribe, 
the band, whatever it happens to be. There isn’t even enough for 
a single unit there. Many of them don’t, apparently, have housing 
authorities. 

I don’t know what happens to the money that would be distrib- 
uted to those that do not have a housing authority. What does hap- 
pen under those circumstances? Does it just not get expended? 

Mr. Boyd. Well, Mr. Chairman, a number of these small tribes 
work under regional housing authorities. Alaska is a case in point 
where there are 

Mr. Olver. So there is a regionalization that supposedly has the 
capacity to draw those together. 

Mr. Boyd. Correct. 
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Mr. Olver. But the total amount for a particular village or band 
is so small that it can’t do more than the rehabilitation, maybe, of 
a unit or two, or some services. 

Mr. Boyd. Right. Well, each one of those, under the umbrella, 
then, what they do — it is sort of an economy of scale then. What 
they do is they collectively take numerous tribal allocations, and 
then the regional housing authority, through their administrative 
capacity, then provides housing in that particular region. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. That is certainly part of the reason. 

In the case of the IRR, the Indian road program, there are a good 
many of the recognized tribes that don’t have actually a reserva- 
tion, so they wouldn’t be getting anything. The number that is on 
these lists that I have of what allocation went for those, the num- 
ber of total that got money is much smaller than in the case of 
housing, maybe through the mechanism of the regionalization — es- 
pecially, there are so many that come from Alaska. This is a situa- 
tion where it is nearly hopeless to try to understand all of the di- 
versity and the complexity of how one gets these things done. 

Oh, we have to go for votes. We must go for votes. And by the 
time votes are over, then we have to close the hearing anyway. 

Oh, excuse me. Okay. We can continue for 5 minutes in this dis- 
cussion. 

I am not sure, we are getting to the point where I am about to 
say that we really have to get you folks around a table with our 
staff and talk through these carefully without any — I am not trying 
to be argumentative; I am just trying to understand what the prob- 
lems are. 

And I think the capacity issue is utterly critical in this, but we 
have to figure out what is the responsibility that you two agencies, 
who have a responsibility for a sizeable amount of money, what is 
your responsibility in helping to build the capacity. And are there 
legal reasons that you can’t do so? The contracting stuff and so 
forth must be difficult, I can imagine that. But we have to be able 
to figure out how to deal with, or else we could put money and 
more money and so forth and we wouldn’t be — as my ranking mem- 
ber said, I am not sure what we are getting for it in the process. 

I am absolutely convinced that the needs are enormous. In fact, 
Mr. Keel, you made the comment in your testimony about 200,000 
units. We have a discrepancy there. We have to figure out why that 
one is. Because we supposedly have 1.5 million or 2 million living 
on reservations. They can’t be living in 115,000 units of housing, 
they can’t be, unless those families are up in the 10 or 12 — and 
maybe they are. 

Mr. Keel. In some places, they are, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. Oh, goodness. 

Mr. Latham. 

TRIBAL ROADS DEVELOPMENT — CLASSIFICATION 

Mr. Latham. On the Indian Reservation Roads Program, I am 
just curious: In 2008, it identified 100,000 miles of roads, but since 
then the inventory has grown to 125,000 miles. Did we expand the 
reservation? I mean, where did the extra 25,000 miles come from? 
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Mr. Nadeau. It is really connected to the growth of that capacity. 
As tribes become more familiar with the process of road classifica- 
tion, as the inventory is updated on an ongoing basis 

Mr. Latham. So the roads were there all the time; we just didn’t 
know about it. 

Mr. Nadeau. Correct. It is a function of how they are classified 
and how they are considered within the inventory. And it is a com- 
bination of really an evolving capability for certain tribes to simply 
do a better job, and to understand the process of classification. And 
that is adding inventory, literally. 

Mr. Latham. Lieutenant Governor Keel, BIA probably has the 
biggest role with working with the tribes. But we also have the op- 
portunity, or you do, to work directly with HUD and DOT. 

I am just wondering, which one is easier to work with? Now, you 
are going to make an enemy and a friend someplace. Why would 
you go one way or another? 

Mr. Keel. Historically, the tribal governments have had a dif- 
ficult time working with all Federal agencies. So 

Mr. Latham. That is a good answer. That is not just tribes ei- 
ther. 

Mr. Keel. Not just tribes. And it stems from — there are a lot of 
historic reasons for that, and there are a lot of reasons why. There 
has developed over the years, for the past 150 or 200 years, of this 
adversarial relationship that tribes have experienced with the Fed- 
eral agencies because of a lack of funding, a lack of resources for 
many reasons. 

We are getting a lot better now. The tribes are advancing and 
progressing in how they do business. They are developing capacity 
in many areas. 

As far as working with a specific agency, I don’t know that one 
is any easier to work with than the other. I do know that we have 
a good working relationship now with all of our Federal agencies, 
in most cases. 

There are instances where tribal leaders and Federal agents. 
Federal officials will disagree. We are getting better at how we 
handle those disagreements and how we move and work through 
those. 

I will just leave it at that. 

Mr. Latham. You mentioned about being underfunded or what- 
ever. Do you know how many billions of dollars or hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars are sitting at BIA that are unexpended over the 
years? 

Mr. Keel. I do not. 

Mr. Latham. Do you have any idea, anything close? 

Mr. Keel. I would say that there is probably a significant 
amount of funding 

Mr. Latham. At least hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Mr. Keel [continuing]. Yes — that do not reach their intended tar- 
gets. 

Mr. Latham. That could be part of your frustration. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olver. I am going to finish very quickly. 

I think, if you look at the bridge program, the question of what 
I described as an instant thing that struck me, that the number of 
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bridges per mile was so discrepant between on reservation versus 
the things that connect to the rest of the world. The fact that the 
dollars into the bridge program has remained constant over a pe- 
riod of time, that is disastrous. The total amount going into the 
bridge program, I am convinced, without yet having fully looked at 
the exact data on that, is much less than it needs to be. 

I am allowing my passion to get ahead of my head. 

In the case of the housing, if we have families living 10 and 12 
in a housing unit that doesn’t have kitchens and does not have 
plumbing and may not have good water and we are not able to get 
the money out, then shame on us, basically, for allowing that to go 
on. 

And I want to bring you, either one or two together, in to discuss 
both the data and what are possible solutions at other times. And, 
truly, I am not trying to be confrontational. I think you have done 
a great job of getting the money out there. It is out to where you 
think it ought to be used. But there we are. 

We are going to adjourn this hearing because Mr. Keel needs to 
make an airplane. And, by the time these votes get done, we can 
no longer be in a hearing, we must be done, because of other ac- 
tions on the floor. 

So thank you very much for being here today, and we will talk 
with all of you again. 

Thank you very much. 
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ladiaii Hsosing Block Grant (IHBG) Program 


! . The fisca! year 2011 budget request reduces funding for IHBG by $120 million or 1 7 
percent, while more than one out of five Americans Indians experiences severe housing 
needs. How does the Department propose to help meet this need with such a large cut to 
the program? 

Answer; The programs selected by the Department for budget reduction in the fiscal year 
201 1 budget request were those that received additional funding in fiscal year 2009, In the 
case of IHBG. in addition to the $55 million increase in funding in fiscal year 2010, the 
IHBG program also received $499.8 million in Recovery' Act funding in fiscal year 2009- 
totaling $554 million in additional IHBG funding for the two fiscal years. Based on these 
numbers and despite a 17% decrease in the amount requested in the President’s fiscal year 
201 1 Budget, ONAP does not anticipate a reduction in the number of housing units 
developed through fiscal year 2012. However, ONAP won't see the increase in housing 
production and rehabilitation in Indian Country that one might have expected from such a 
significant capital infusion. 

The level of funding proposed for fiscal year 2011, $580 million, is expected to develop 

1, -190 new units. Although this is a reduction of 155 new units from fiscal year 2010 
estimates, it is projected that the Recovery Act will produce a net gain of 1,250 new units by 
the end of 2012 from fiscal year 2010 baseline. Furthermore, the Pre.sidenfs 201 1 budget 
will assist approximately 3,390 families by substantially rehabilitating homes. 

In addition, HUD will conduct a Needs Assessment beginning in fiscal year 2010 that will 
help create a targeted housing and community reinvestment .strategy for Indian Country. The 
results of the study should allow HUD to broaden its efforts, in collaboration w'ith its Federal 
partners, to address other barriers to building economically sustainable communities in 
Indian Country. This comprehensive assessment will look at housing, as well as other factors 
important to long-tenn economic stability, including acce.ss to quality health care, schools, 
transportation, and employment. It is e.xpected that the Needs Assessment will inform the 
HUD strategy as wc look ahead to fiscal year 2012 and beyond. 

2. On average, how do tribes use IHBG funds among the various activities that are eligible 
for funding? How much of their funding do tribes use for hard costs and how much do 
tribes use for soft costs? 
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\ i't>’ ; 2010, ON AP records show that, over the last 5 fiscal years, 

V 1 . v.t'Oist 48 percent of their IHBG funds on hard costs, that is, on 

' _ .Mil r nJ rehabilitating homes. About 52 percent lia.s been spent on soft 
"> ■ I a ’ nciU, planning, and administrative activities; housing coiinsdiiig; 

• . 1 I i n , -.sistance. 



Section 202 of the Native American Housing Assistance and Sdf-Detemiination Act of 
1996, as amended, (NAHASDA) specifies the eligible activities that iHBG recipients 
may undertake to develop, operate, maintain, or support alTbrdable housing tor rental or 
homeownership, or to provide housing services with respect to affordable housing. 

ONAP considers the hard cost categories to be the following: Rehabilitations, 
Modernization, Construction, and Acquisition. 

The biggest soft cost is the operation of current assisted stock (CAS), which are the HUD 
units still under management by a tribe or tribaily designated housing authority that were 
developed before the implementation of NAHASDA. Operating and maintaining CAS is 
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an essential use of IHBG funds; it is an expense that must be covered before a tribe can 
consider using IHBG funds for new development. 

'fhe two categories “Crime Prevention and Safety” and “Model Activities” are likely to 
have both hard and soft outputs. However, together, they only represent about 3 percent 
of IHBG expenditures, and are considered soft costs. 

Recipients can use up to 20 percent of their annual grant for administration and planning, 
although the 5-year average has been about 14 percent. 

3. Please provide for the record a copy of the “FFY 2009 IHBG Expended” chart discussed 
during the hearing. 

Answer: The “IHBG Expended” report, generated from ONAP’s Performance Tracking 
Database, is updated weekly to reflect grantees’ most recent reporting. 

Attached is the most recent report, dated June 9, 2010. 
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4. Please discuss the differences between the average allocation of funding discussed in 
your response to Question #2 and the distribution of the table requested in Question #3. 

Answer: The fiscal year 2009 IHBG expenditures by eligible activity are in line with the 
5-year average, (2006 - 2010). 


5. Please provide a chart with the IHBG expenditure rates for the fiscal year 2000 through 
fiscal year 2009. 

Answer: This chart shows IHBG grants through fiscal year 2009, the amounts disbursed, 
and the amounts available as of June 1, 2010. The information comes from HUD’s Line 
of Credit Control System (LOCCS). 


1 Fiscal Year 1 998 - Fi.scal Year 20 1 0 IHBG LOCCS Data as of June 1 , 20 1 0 

Fiscal 

Year 

Grant Award 

Disbursed 

Available 

Percent 

Disbursed 

Percent 

Available 

1998 

$582,949,349 

$582,949,349 

$0 

100.00% 

0.00% 

1999 

$604,452,032 

$603,933,028 

$519,005 

99,91% 

0.09% 

2000 

$601,363,463 

$594,820,719 

$6,542,744 

98.91% 

1.09% 

2001 

$632,714,621 

$625,184,720 

$7,529,901 

98.81% 

1.19% 

2002 

$630,958,322 

$615,950,285 

$15,008,038 

97.62% 

2.38% 

2003 

$636,452,342 

$604,094,220 

$32,358,122 

94.92% 

5.08% 

2004 

$644,392,557 

$602,639,406 

$41,753,151 

93.52% 

6.48% 

2005 

$618,086,009 

$554,257,315 

$63,828,694 

89.67% 

10.33% 

2006 

$612,337,664 

$525,045,993 

$87,291,670 

85.74% 

14.26% 

2007 

$623,069,840 

$504,018,489 

$119,051,351 

80.89% 

19.11% 

2008 

$603,916,639 

$454,893,242 

$149,023,397 

75.32% 

24.68% 

2009 

$631,701,843 

$350,813,044 

$280,888,799 

55.53% 

44.47% 

2010 

$184,773,654 

$54,333,674 

$130,439,980 

29.41% 

70.59% 

Total 

$7,607,168,334 

$6,672,933,482 

$934,234,852 

87.72% 

12.28% 


As of June 1, 2010, IHBG recipients have drawn down approximately 88 percent of IHBG 
funds granted from fiscal years 1998 through 2009. 


6. Please discuss the IHGB obligation and expenditure process. Please include the current 
steps HUD and tribes must undertake to obligate and expend IHBG fimds and any actions 
HUD is taking to improve this process, including any lessons learned from the short 
turnaround time required for IHBG funds under the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act. 
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Answer; Here are the steps invoived each year in the tHBG obligation and expenditure 
process: 

• By August 1 each year, ONAP runs the IHBG Formula Estimates and informs each tribe 
of its estimated grant amount for the coming FY, based on the President’s Budget 
Request. Based on that estimate, tribes have until October 1 to submit corrections to 
formula information, which are processed by HUD within 60 to 90 days. 

• Within 30 days after the annual appropriations bill is signed by the President, the 
Treasury will issue a warrant. The Appropriation/Apportionment gives HUD the 
authority to obligate, but the signed Treasury warrant is needed to disburse the funds. 

• Within 1 0 calendar days, after the annual Appropriation Bill is signed by the President, 
HUD sends the Apportionment to the Office of Management and Budget (0MB). 

• Within the next 30 days, 0MB will approve and return the Apportionment to HUD. 

• Within 4 workdays after OMB approves and returns the Apportionment, HUD allots the 
funds into HUDCAPS — HUD’s financial system. 

• Within 3 workdays after the funds are allotted into HUDCAPS, the final IHBG Formula 
is run and tribes are informed of the grant. 

• Within 10-12 days after tribes are informed of their grants, the HUD Program Office 
prepares/obtains concurrence/commitment signatures to make funds available in 
HUDCAPS for tribes. 

• Tribes submit their Indian Housing Plans (IHP) by July 1 . This deadline was established 
through the negotiated rulemaking process by HUD and the tribes. Within 1 5-20 days of 
receiving the IHP, HUD reserves the funds for that tribe. 

• Within 30-60 days of receiving the IHP, HUD reviews it for compliance (60 days for IHP 
review is the statutory maximum), and sends a grant agreement to the tribe for execution. 
HUD also completes the Congressional notification. 

• Within 5-10 days after the tribe returns the grant agreement to HUD, obligation 
transactions are recorded in the accounting system and funds are available for drawdown 
by the tribe. 

For Recovery Act funds, the budget process was accelerated, 

• The formula was already established, because fiscal year 2008 formula data was used. 

• Tribes were only required to amend their 2008 IHPs to get funds to them quickly. 

• Processing the IHPs was streamlined because reviewing amended IHPs is a much quicker 
process than reviewing regular IHPs. 
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• 0MB and HUD’s CFO made funds available to the Public and Indian Housing Budget 
Office within 1 month of the Act being signed. 

• The July 1 deadline for submitting IHPs did not apply. 

• A Congressional notification was completed for all tribes after the formula allocations 
were finalized, rather than after each IHP was determined to be in compliance. 

• Tribes were encouraged to return grant agreements quickly to ensure funds were 
obligated and expended within the limited timeframes established in the Recovery Act, 

Recent amendments to NAHASDA will change the IHP submission date from July 1 each year 
to 75 days before the start of the grantee’s program year. Grantees can choose to establish their 
program years as ending on either March 3 1 , June 30, September 30, or December 3 1 . This 
change will streamline the process, and is expected to be fully implemented in fiscal year 2012. 

As of June 1, 2010, IHBG recipients have drawn down approximately 88 percent of IHBG funds 
granted from fiscal years 1998 through 2009. For a program that involves considerable amounts 
of new construction, this is an excellent spend out rate. 

For IHBG recipients in particular, new construction is often a lengthy process. Most new 
construction projects on Indian land use multiple sources of Federal funds, and, unfortunately, 
each Federal partner requires a different environmental review (ER) process. These ERs must all 
be completed before funds can be spent for any purpose other than planning and administration. 
The procurement of eonstruction contractors can also take time, as it is difficult in many remote 
areas to have adequate competition. All IHBG recipients in Alaska, and many others in the 
lower 48 states, have construction seasons limited by harsh weather conditions. Thus, 
construction of new affordable homes in Indian Country often takes 3-to-5 years or more to 
complete. 


7. The budget request mentions the need to upgrade the Performance Tracking Database. 
Please provide details on the upgrade process, the timeline, and the cost. 

Answer: The Office of Native American Programs (ONAP) has been engaged in an on- 
going effort to determine the actions necessary to upgrade and improve the Performance 
Tracking Database (PTD). On June 30, 2010, a senior-level meeting will be held with 
internal Information Technology (IT) officials to determine the scope, cost, and project 
timeline to upgrade functionality of the PTD so that it can capture additional data, and 
meet the Department’s IT security requirements. 

It is anticipated that a software platform and hardware configuration will be decided upon 
within 3 months. During this period, a determination will be made as to whether existing 
software and hardware currently in use elsewhere within HUD can be adapted. Subject 
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to funding availability, if new software or hardware is required, IT officials will procure 
the items needed. It is anticipated that the procurement process will take up to 6 months. 

Once software and hardware are in place, ONAP will convert the existing PTD data and 
merge it into the new, enhanced system. It is anticipated that the conversion, to include 
comprehensive system testing, will take 5 to 7 months. A firm estimate of the total cost 
for the conversion will not be available until approximately 90 days after the June 
meeting. 


Title VI Tribal Housing Activities Loan Guarantee Program 

8. Please update the chart “Summary of Loan Activity’’ on page N-13 of the Congressional 
Justifications to include data for fiscal year 2000 through fiscal year 2011. Please include 
two additional rows on the chart, (1) total credit subsidy appropriated and (2) total credit 
subsidy obligated. 

Answer: See chart. 
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Indian Home Loan Guarantee Program (Section 184) 

9. Please update the chart “Summary of Loan Activity” on page 0-7 of the Congressional 
Justifications to include data for fiscal year 2000 through fiscal year 2011. Please include 
two additional rows on the chart, (1) total credit subsidy appropriated and (2) total credit 
subsidy obligated. 

Answer: See chart. 
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10. Please provide an update on the funding provided/requested for administrative contract 
expenses including management processes and systems to carry out the loan guarantee 
program. Please include accomplishments thus far, a timeline for this project and the 
funding needed for each phase of implementation. 

Answer: The Indian Housing Loan Guarantee (Section 184) program began receiving 
specific set-aside funding for data collections enhancements and risk modeling 
technology in the fiscal year 2009 credit subsidy appropriations. This administrative 
funding was earmarked for integration in two FHA Single Family proprietary programs: 
the Computerized Homes Underwriting Management System (CHUMS), and Credit 
Subsidy and Risk Modeling technology. A timing issue associated with contracting 
cycles, working capital spending ceiling, and deteriorating market conditions prevented 
immediate access to these programs in fiscal year 2009. 

In fiscal year 2010, the Office of Loan Guarantee (OLG) began working on CHUMS 
integration issues with the FHA Contractor. As of May 2010, the Contractor had completed the 
initial development phase, which involved the identification of unique borrower and loan 
characteristics associated with the Section 184 lending. The Contractor has begun writing code, 
inputting data, and developing logic models for the Section 1 84 CHUMS data entry portal. 
Barring unforeseen development issues, beta testing of the data entry program is expected to 
begin in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2010. The immediate objective is to make the Section 
1 84 CHUMS portal available to approved lenders early in fiscal year 2011. This enhancement to 
the Section 184 lending process is the first step to automation within the overall goal of 
transitioning away from the labor-intense manual paper procedures currently in place. To 
continue advancing toward a paperless process, OLG will require an annual appropriation for 
development of new modules to address post-closing reporting, data collection, early 
intervention, and loss mitigation functions. 

Credit subsidy modeling is one component of a larger data collection and risk modeling 
contract for FHA Single Family. Fiscal year 2010 was the last option year in an existing contract 
that must be re-competed in fiscal year 2011. The existing scope of work did not have the 
flexibility to initiate data collection for a new demographic subset of the population necessary to 
begin risk modeling for the Section 1 84 program. The goal is to be included in the Statement of 
Work for the new contract in fiscal year 2011. This will be an ongoing activity that will require 
a continued annual administrative set-aside. Such administrative set-asides have historically 
been $750,000. 


Native Hawaiian Housing Loan Guarantee Program (Section 184A) 

1 1 . Please update the chart “Summary of Loan Activity” on page Q-4 of the Congressional 
Justifications to include data for fiscal year 2000 through fiscal year 2011. Please include 
two additional rows on the chart, (1) total credit subsidy appropriated and (2) total credit 
subsidy obligated. 


Answer: 
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Transformation Initiative 

12. Please provide an update on the assessment of American Indian and Native Hawaiian 
housing needs. Please include responses to the following questions: 

a. How is the Department updating the old study and what new elements will be 
included in this study? 

Answer: The “old study” on Indian housing needs was issued in 1996 by HUD and the 
Urban Institute. The “new study,” to be conducted in 201 1 and 2012, will update Census 
data to include information from the 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses, and from the 
American Community Survey. It will replicate several components of the old study, 
including conducting interviews with tribal leaders, with staff at the tribally designated 
housing entities, and with other community leaders and stakeholders. It will also include a 
household survey at a sample (not yet selected) of tribal areas. Because the old study was 
published before the IHBG program began, an examination of its impact since 1998, and 
the issues resulting from its implementation, will be a part of the new study. Another 
component of the new study will be a separate report on Native Hawaiian housing issues. 

Before the study commences, ONAP plans to conduct a series of seven regional outreach 
meetings to inform tribes, Indian housing authorities, and the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands about the study. These meetings will allow HUD to explain the reasons for 
conducting the study, emphasize its importance, and solicit the stakeholders’ participation 
and their recommendations to improve the study. 

b. How will HUD conduct the assessment? 

Answer: The assessment will be conducted by a contractor and will be managed by 
HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R). The contractor will be 
selected from the General Services Administration’s MOBIS schedule, using a 
competitive bidding process. 

c. Where is HUD with this process and what is the overall timeline for this project? 

Answer: The project is expected to be under contract by September 30, 2010, and 
completed by June 2013. 

d. What is the total cost of the study? 

Answer: The Department has budgeted $4 million for the study. 

13. Please provide an update on the demonstration of sustainable building practices in Indian 
Country. Please include details on what you hope to learn, the structure and 
implementation of the demonstration and the total cost. 
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Answer: A demonstration contract was developed jointly by the Office of Native 
American Programs (ONAP) and building science experts from HUD’s Office of Policy 
Development and Research (PD&R). The $1.25 million contract covers a two year period, 
and has a 2-year option, if needed. The contract will facilitate and promote sustainable 
construction by providing technical assistance to tribes, documenting those activities, and 
disseminating the results. HUD hopes to identify knowledge gaps that prevent tribes from 
embracing sustainable construction techniques, then fill those gaps with demonstrations 
and targeted training. These activities will build upon work already performed by ONAP 
in recent years to encourage tribes to embrace sustainable construction principles. 

The demonstration contract includes the following tasks: 

• Conduct a review of existing organizations that demonstrate or provide technical 
assistance or training related to sustainable construction. Many organizations work 
independently to promote sustainable, efficient construction. The first activity will be to 
identify these entities and their work, and then bring them together for a national 
meeting. 

• Convene a national meeting of stakeholders (including those identified in the task above) 
and federal agencies involved with sustainable construction to share information, identify 
barriers to sustainable development in Indian Country, and recommend coordinated 
efforts to move forward, 

• Select demonstration sites and projects, and provide technical assistance for the duration 
of the project. HUD will select tribes for the demonstration that are willing and capable 
of incorporating sustainable construction techniques and technologies into their 
construction plans. Technical assistance for designing, building, and maintaining new 
technologies and techniques will be provided for each project. 

• Disseminate information about sustainable construction. The contractor will report to 
HUD and other organizations on demonstration results. Outreach to the public, 
developers, and builders in Indian Country will be ongoing, through regularly updated 
Internet sites, publications, and through press releases and events such as ribbon-cuttings 
and groundbreakings, to highlight significant construction milestones. 

• Develop and provide a series of sustainable construction training sessions. The training 
will address gaps identified by stakeholders in the review of existing efforts. HUD 
expects to hold 4 2-day regional training sessions and 1 3-day national training session in 
locations throughout the country. 

• A Final Report will be issued, documenting successes, lessons learned, case studies, and 
best practices of the demonstrations and the training development. 


Technical Assistance 
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14. Please provide an overview of the types of technical assistance you currently provide to 
tribes. What are the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches? How does the 
Department envision technical assistance evolving going forward? 

Answer: The overall objective of ONAP’s training and technical assistance efforts is to 
increase the capacity of tribes and tribally designated housing entities to effectively operate 
and manage their housing programs. 

Much of the program-related training and technical assistance is arranged and delivered at the 
local level. Area ONAP staff train tribal and housing staff as needed, by routinely responding to 
requests for assistance or information, preparing explanatory and training materials, and 
conducting or participating in local workshops and training sessions. 

Training is routinely provided to tribes on the following subjects: 

• Mold Prevention and Mitigation 

• Energy Efficiency 

• Construction Administration 

• Community Security, Youth Leadership, and Prevention of Crime and Gang Violence 

• Indian Community Development Block Grant Administration 

• Loan Guarantee Programs Administration (Sections 1 84, and 1 84 A, and Title VI) 

• Programmatic Issues and Requirements (IHBG and NHHBG programs), such as: 

o Environmental Review 
o Procurement 

o Indian Housing Plan/Annual Performance Report Requirements 
o Self-Monitoring, Auditing, 0MB Circular A-1 .33, Accounting, etc. 

Two new classes have been developed, “IHBG Program Income,” and “Tribal Actions to 
Encourage Private Investment,” which will begin next year. 

In addition to training, technical assistance is provided that supports grant recipients, including 
conferences, such as the 2-day “Asset Building Conference” in Spokane, Washington, in 
June 2010; consultation support and outreach; and national Indian housing summits. 

One of the strengths of the technical assistance currently provided to the tribes is that it is 
provided quickly. When HUD discovers weaknesses in recipients’ operations or policies, or 
when instances of noncompliance with program requirements are discovered, assistance is 
immediately given. This assistance is often delivered one-on-one by HUD staff to tribal housing 
staff during routine site or monitoring visits. Technical assistance is also provided when tribes 
formally request it; however, it can take time to arrange for and provide the technical assistance 
after it has been requested. 

HUD is committed to proactively building the capacity of tribes, not only to administer their 
housing assistance programs, but to plan, develop, and maintain prosperous communities. 
Training efforts will continue to focus on the basics of affordable housing development and 
management. However, going forward, HUD hopes to provide more sophisticated training on 
financing and leveraging strategies, as well as more technical training on sustainable and energy- 
efficient building techniques. 

HUD will also continue to promote the individual development of low-income housing residents 
to encourage self-sufficiency and stabilize neighborhoods. 
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15, Assistant Secretary Henriquez’s testimony highlights three key areas that delayed 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act projects, what can the Department do going 
forward to build tribe’s capacity to deal with administrative workload, environmental 
reviews and procurement? 

Answer: The heavy administrative workload experienced by tribes in the spring and 
summer of fiscal year 2009 is unlikely to be repeated. During this period, tribes had to 
quickly respond to three new American Recovery and Reinvestment Act programs, in 
addition to their regular workload. Tribes were notified of the Recovery Act formula 
allocation in March 2009. Just a few months before that announcement, they were 
finalizing grant agreements for the fiscal year 2008 IHBG program, and had started 
implementing their fiscal year 2008 grants. In addition, tribes had just been provided with 
the fiscal year 2009 final formula allocation, and Indian Housing Plans for fiscal year 2009 
were due no later than July 1. 2009. Following right behind the first Recovery Act 
announcement, the Notices of Funding Availability for the competitive IHBG and Indian 
Community Development Block Grant (ICDBG) funds were announced. Because the 
applications were reviewed and funded as they were received, tribes needed to direct their 
immediate attention to these applications. Finally, the fiscal year 2009 regular ICDBG 
Notice of Funding Availability was also published, with applications due in August. All of 
these funds are desperately needed in Indian Country, and tribes concentrated on securing 
Recovery Act formula or competitive funding during the months of March through July. 

ONAP routinely provides training to tribes on Environmental Review (ER) requirements, 
but the ER process is detailed and takes time. Grantees often comment that they must 
complete a different environmental review process for each federal agency that supplies 
funding for a project, which proves to be time-consuming, expensive, and redundant. 

ONAP routinely provides detailed training in procurement. 


16. Why is there such a large carryover balance of IHBG and NHHBG Technical Assistance 
funds? 

Answer: Technical assistance and training is provided under ONAP’s Indefinite 
Delivery/Indefinitc Quantity contracts (IDIQC). ONAP’s IDIQC expired in April 2008, 
and, because of administrative delays, a new one was not awarded until March 2009. This 
resulted in an unusual dearth of training classes during fiscal year 2009. However, ONAP 
is working to award the following procurement actions by the end of fiscal year 2010: 

1 . $2.5 million for a National Indian Housing Summit, to be held in September 2011. 

2. $1.3 million for outreach and preparation for the Indian Housing Needs Study. 

3. $744,746 for the IHBG formula maintenance. 
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4. $656,03 1 for training on the Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant program. 

5. $356,682 for Data Collection and Maintenance of the Performance Tracking 

Database. 

6. $675,000 for the “Energy & Mold” contract, which promotes energy efficiency and mold 

prevention and remediation. 

Here are current training sessions, being held in 2010 through March 2011; 

• A 2-day conference, “Asset Building: A Pathway to Economic Self-Determination,” in 
Spokane, Washington; for tribes, families, and individuals. 

• Six, 2-day workshops, “Establishing Native American Community Youth Organizations 
in Indian Country,” in Catoosa, Oklahoma; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Lac du 
Flambeau, Wisconsin; Anchorage, Alaska; Rapid City, South Dakota; and Seattle, 
Washington. 

• Three, 2-day workshops, “The Prevention of Violent Crime and Gang Violence 
Workshop,” in Catoosa, Oklahoma; Albuquerque, New Mexico; and Lac du Flambeau, 
Wisconsin. 

• Four, 2-day trainings, “Greener Homes Regional Training,” in Billings, Montana; 
Portland, Oregon; Portsmouth, New Hampshire; and Cabazon, California. 

• Three, 2-day trainings, “HUD Title VI Loan Guarantee Program Training” in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Portland, Oregon; and Minneapolis, Minnesota. 


A 3-day summit, “Greener Homes National Summit,” in Reno, Nevada. 

Two, 2-day trainings, “HUD Leveraging Finance Training,” in Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma; and Denver, Colorado. 




Thursday, April 16, 2010. 

MEMBER REQUESTS 

WITNESSES 

HON. EARL BLUMENAUER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 

HON. JACKIE SPEIER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. HENRY C. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 
HON. DIANE E. WATSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. LAURA RICHARDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. ELIOT ENGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 

HON. JOHN GARAMENDI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Chairman Olver’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Olver. The hearing will come to order. It is no longer morn- 
ing. We were supposed to be here this morning, but here we are. 
We are here to take testimony from Members of the House on 
issues related to the Transportation, Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment Subcommittee’s jurisdiction. The subcommittee held a similar 
hearing last year, and it provided a good opportunity for our mem- 
bers to hear firsthand about the specific transportation and hous- 
ing challenges Members are facing at home. 

Our responsibility is to craft a bill that meets important national 
goals as well as to respond to the needs of the communities we rep- 
resent. We have an equal responsibility to provide careful oversight 
of Federal resources and evaluate project these questions to make 
sure they provide a good return to the taxpayer. 

I will recognize the ranking member, Mr. Latham, for any re- 
marks that he wishes to make at this point. 

Ranking Member Latham’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Latham. I look forward to the testimony. And just for your 
information, I have got some appointments. So I may be stepping 
in and out here. But I will leave it in your trusted hands here to 
make sure the testimony is well received. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. We will receive it respectfully. 

And Ms. Kilpatrick, you had sort of a unanimous consent request 
here. Would you make that? 

Ms. Kilpatrick’s Opening Remarks 

Ms. Kilpatrick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

( 529 ) 
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I have a unanimous consent request from Congresswoman Jan 
Schakowsky and Doris Matsui, who co-chair our Democratic Senior 
Task Force, who felt that they had missed the deadline. And I un- 
derstand that they didn’t from staff. They want to put into the 
record — and I have one hoth for you and Mr. Latham — a copy of 
their letter today dated April 15th, to ask that we reject the pro- 
posed cuts to the Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Section 202, Senior Elderly Housing Program, and to provide some 
$800 million-plus for it. 

So, without objection, I would like to submit it for the record. 

Mr. Olver. Without objection, it will be submitted into the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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April 15, 2010 


The Honorable John Olver 

Chair, House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Agencies 
2358-A Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable Tom Latham 

Chair, House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Agencies 
1016 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Olver and Ranking Member Latham: 

Thank you for holding today’s hearing on Member’s Requests to the Subcommittee for the fiscal 
year 201 1 THUD Appropriations Act. As co-chairs (and members) of the Democratic Seniors 
Task Force , we encourage you to reject the proposed cuts to the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development's Section 202 Elderly Housing program and provide at least $817 million in 
funding as was done in FY2010. 

Our nation now faces an acute shortage of appropriate and affordable rental housing for older 
persons. The shortage is being fed by demographic trends that show our nation’s 65+ population 
growing by one-third by 2020 and doubling by 2050. The situation is aggravated by continued 
insufficient public fonding for specialized senior housing, including the Administration’s 
FY201 1 budget proposal which would eliminate all new capital funding for assisted housing 
under Section 202. 

Twenty percent of our seniors, 4.8 million individuals, have housing costs that are more than half 
of their income. At the same time, there are long waiting lists for housing under the Section 202 
program. The Department of Housing and Urban Development and AARP estimate that for 
every single senior apartment that becomes available under Section 202, there are nearly 10 
individuals waiting to fill it. 

The National Alliance to End Homelessness has estimated that in order to just maintain the 
current shortfall, the federal government would need to provide between 700,000 and 822,000 
new senior housing units over the next 10 years. For nearly a half century, the Section 202 
program has been the primary federal effort to provide affordable housing for seniors and to 
prevent homelessness. Ending funding for the Section 202 program would not help us achieve 
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the goal of increasing access to affordable housing, and so we encourage you to maintain funding 
for Section 202 housing by providing at least $817 million. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 


Rep. Jan Schakowsky Rep. Doris Matsui 

Co-Chair, Democratic Seniors Task Force Co-Chair, Democratic Seniors Task Force 
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Ms. Kilpatrick. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. 

Mr. Blumenauer of Oregon, Member from Oregon. We will take 
5 minutes of testimony from you, and your written testimony will 
he printed in the record. It is your floor. 

Mr. Blumenauer’s Remarks 

Mr. Blumenauer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

First and foremost, I wanted to just come and extend my deep 
appreciation for the work the subcommittee has done. As you know, 
much of my work has been in what we call livable communities, 
how we make communities work better in housing, transportation, 
land use, so that families are safer, healthier and more economi- 
cally secure. 

This subcommittee has really been the focus of pulling together, 
I am so excited, in terms of the linkage we have for the first time 
between housing and transportation. I hope there is some sense of 
satisfaction that the administration seems to be embracing work 
that you have pioneered and, in fact, moving it in directions that 
I find exciting. 

First and foremost, I wanted to add my voice to the support for 
those requests, often, that have, as I say, already have been pio- 
neered. I was pleased to see President Obama request in his 2011 
budget hundreds of millions of dollars in new funding for livable 
communities initiatives between HUD and the Department of 
Transportation. And I would strongly hope that you could meet 
that request and, if possible, even increase it. 

This funding will help communities implement plans that you 
have taken testimony on, looked at, transit-oriented development; 
expanding affordable housing; location-efficient housing; alternative 
and intermodal transportation networks; and creating safe, 
walkable neighborhoods. These are areas that historically the Fed- 
eral Government has underinvested in and provide huge benefits 
in everything from improving the environment, economic develop- 
ment, stretching transportation dollars and adding mobility. 

I have a more extensive statement that I have submitted for the 
record, but I would touch briefly, if I could, on three projects that 
are in that spirit that I am requesting specifically in my commu- 
nity. 

There is one that would seek a small portion of money to recon- 
struct a bridge in my community, the Sellwood Bridge, that is a 
vital link. It is the busiest two-lane bridge in Oregon. It is some- 
thing I have been concerned about since I was a local official re- 
sponsible for the bridge. It is narrow, substandard, no sidewalks, 
no bike lanes. It has been load-limited, no bus or truck traffic, and 
it is in shaky repair. This will provide vital funding for a larger 
package, ultimately a third of it, of a billion dollars to modernize 
and replace it. 

I have a request for $2 million for the St. John’s rail Relocation 
Project, providing construction and engineering to shift rail lines in 
an established residential neighborhood near our port’s major 
freight entry way. It will prevent conflicts between rail traffic and 
community activity, relocating a Union Pacific line about 13 feet to 
the west, allowing for physical separation of rail, motor vehicle, pe- 
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destrian, and bicycle traffic. Again, it will have substantial eco- 
nomic benefits and improve the quality of life. 

Finally, $2.43 million request for improvements in the City of 
Gresham. It will widen current travel lanes by an additional 20 
feet to a full four-lane traffic section, upgraded curbs, sidewalks, 
bike lanes, drainage facilities, and will construct improvements for 
approximately 19 acres of vacant industrial land. It ties pieces to- 
gether for multiple benefits again. 

Finally, I am hopeful that the committee, as it is looking, will 
find ways to support efforts for active transportation network 
projects. I have one that would make a difference in my commu- 
nity, but those are also opportunities around the country where 
there is no dedicated source of funding for active transportation 
projects, so that even though they are easy to do, they can be done 
quickly, virtually none of them are ever, quote, shovel ready, and 
as a result, they get to the end of the queue. 

This is an opportunity when we are concerned about morbidly 
obese, 400-pound sixth graders, when are concerned about air qual- 
ity, when we are concerned about connectivity; this is an oppor- 
tunity to really stretch these resources. And I hope that there will 
be opportunities for regional, active transportation demonstration 
projects around the country that will harness local resources and 
be able to make a big difference in the livability of communities 
from coast to coast. 

I appreciate your courtesy. And I really appreciate your work and 
am looking forward to supporting your efforts in the course of what 
I know what will be a difficult budget year. 

[The information follows:] 
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Testimony of 

Congressman Earl Blumenauer 
THUD Appropriations Subcommittee 
April 15,2010 

Good afternoon Cliairman Olvor, Ranking Member Latham and Members of the 
Committee. My focus long before coming to Congress has been furthering the cause 
of livable communities and the projects 1 submitted for your consideration reflect 
the values inherent in that cause. 1 appreciate your kind invitation to testify on 
these matters and the opportunity to share with you my perspectives on the close 
relationship between transportation and housing policy and investments and the 
resulting impacts on communities around the country. 

The Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Appropriations bill provides 
the best opportunity for Congress to invest in transportation and housing projects 
that make the i-edcral government a better partner to urban and rural communities 
tiation-wide. 'I'he Committee's interest, along with your leadership, Mr. Chairman, in 
a wide variety of transportation choices, equitable and affordable housing, and 
strong neighborhoods has made communities across the country safer, healthier, 
and more economically secure. In particular, this Committee's work to bolster the 
efforts of the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) to make our communities more livable has already 
resulted in an impressive array of projects. With the legislation now under 
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consideration, this Committee has the opportunity to amplify these effects across 
the country. 

It is very satisfying for me, and 1 hope for the Committee, to see the work that you’ve 
done over the years being embraced by this administration. Already, programs 
funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act are helping provide 
transportation options, stabilize neighborhoods, and encourage reinvestment in 
communities. With your support in the FY 2010 Budget, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development created an Office of Sustainability, which I was pleased to 
see officially inaugurated in my hometown of Portland, OR. I am further pleased to 
recognized the great work that this Committee has facilitated allowing HUD and 
DOT to work together with the Environmental Protection Agency in a historic 
Partnership for Sustainable Communities to harmonize and coordinate investments 
in our communities. 

I was pleased to see President Obama’s FY 2011 budget include hundreds of 
millions of dollars in new funding for livable communities activities at HUD and DOT 
and I urge the Committee to support this additional funding. This funding enables 
those agencies to assist communities with regional planning, to integrate housing 
transportation and environmental protection, to encourage more sustainable 
development patterns and more cost-effective investments that benefit the 
environment and the economy. Funding will also help communities implement 
these plans by building transit-oriented developments, expanding affordable 
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location-efficient housing, developing alternative and inter-modal transportation 
networks, and creating safe, walkable neighborhoods. Specifically, I, together with 
the members of the Livable Communities Task Force of the Democratic Caucus, 
support the administration's request for HUD's Sustainable Communities Initiative, 
Catalytic Investment Fund, and Choice Neighborhoods programs as well as DOT’S 
Office of Livable Communities and livability programs within FHWA and FTA. I look 
forward to working with both this Committee to advance these ideas. 

In addition to these national programs, I would like to express my support for 
several projects back home in Oregon. While all of the projects 1 submitted to the 
Committee are important for the economic development, sustainability, and 
livability of the Portland metro region, 1 would like to highlight the following three 
projects in particular: 

1. 1 have requested $5 million to reconstruct the Sellwood Bridge, This bridge links 
two state highways and is the only crossing of the Willamette River for twelve miles, 
providing a critical segment for inter-county trips between Multnomah, Clackamas, 
and Washington Counties. Since 2004, trucks and buses have been prohibited from 
using the bridge based on deteriorated structural integrity. Even with these 
restrictions, the bridge is still the busiest two-lane bridge in Oregon. The bridge has 
narrow, substandard sidewalks and no bike lanes. The three counties abutting the 
bridge and the local governments they encompass have united behind a proposal to 
replace the current bridge with a design that will better serve the community at 
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large, while addressing the concerns of the adjacent neighborhoods. Under the 
financing plan, the state and local governments will fund the bulk of the project. 

2, 1 have requested $2 million for the St. Johns Rail Relocation Project, which will 
provide for construction and engineering to shift the Union Pacific rail lines in the 
St. John's neighborhood near the Port of Portland's major freight entryway. The rail 
line runs down the middle of the street, requiring vehicles, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists to dodge moving trains to reach several businesses located along the rail 
line. Also, because of the in-street running of the train, the train whistle must be 
continuously sounded through this stretch of roadway. This project would relocate 
the Union Pacific rail line about 13 feet to the west, allowing for the physical 
separation of rail, motor vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic. This project will 
improve freight flow, reducing congestion near the Port and improving 
neighborhood safety, as well as creating a "whistle free” zone near the 
neighborhood. 


3. 1 have requested $2.43 million for improvements on US Highway 30 and the 
Sandy Boulevard in the city of Gresham, which will widen the two current travel 
lanes by an additional twenty feet to provide a full four lane travel section with 
upgraded and new bike lanes, curbs and sidewalks, new drainage facilities and 
street trees. Additionally, this project will construct improvements fronting 
approximately 19 acres of vacant industrial land. This vacant acreage will be 
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developed to support industrial uses with easy access to highway, marine and rail 
transportation facilities. 

I would also like to offer support for active transportation projects in general. I 
appreciate this committee's past focus on these types of projects and hope to see 
continued interest for them reflected in this year's bill. In my community, Metro 
(among other things, the Portland area’s metropolitan planning organization) has 
focused on creating transportation options for Oregonians by comprehensively 
integrating public transit, biking and walking infrastructure. For instance, my 
request for a Regional Active Transportation Network project would complete 
essential project development of over 83 miles of active transportation corridors to 
serve as demonstration projects for the regional network. Because no substantial 
dedicated source of funding exists for active transportation projects, cycling and 
walking projects are generally not "shovel ready" even though they can be built 
much faster than larger scale road and transit projects. As a result they cannot take 
advantage of important transportation funding opportunities, and consequently 
complete routes are rarely realized. Project development and construction is too 
often piecemeal and opportunistic, resulting in a fragmented system full of gaps, 
dangerous crossings and "bike lane or sidewalk ends" signs. 

With an incomplete system people do not have the choice to make complete trips by 
cycling and walking and integrated with transit. Funding preliminary engineering 
and key elements such as bike parking and wayfinding signs will prepare the 
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demonstration projects proposed here for future funding opportunities. A 
complete regional active transportation network provides a host of benefits from 
quality of life to real dollars saved in health care costs and reduced traffic and 
pollution. The estimated economic benefits for the Regional Active Transportation 
Demonstration projects add up to over $60 million in the first five years of 
completion and over $520 million 20 years after completion. 

There is a great deal of interest in these types of projects in communities across the 
country and 1 appreciate the Committee’s interest and support in providing 
Americans transportation options that make them healthier and more economically 
secure. 

Again, 1 appreciate the opportunity to speak before you today and more importantly, 
1 appreciate the hard work and vision demonstrated by Chairman Olver and the 
other members of the Committee. I look forward to working with you. 
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Mr. Olver. Well, thank you very much, Earl. 

I, too, would like to return the compliment. We appreciate very 
much the leadership that you provided in this livability, sustain- 
ability area over all the years you have been in the Congress. So 
anything that can be done now, you laid the ground work for that 
in the earlier stages. 

Let me just ask you one quickie. The Sellwood Bridge, that is one 
that has been funded previously, hasn’t it? 

Mr. Blumenauer. You were kind enough to help us with 
some 

Mr. Olver. So this is a continuation of the project? 

Mr. Blumenauer. Yes, sir. And I will say that the modest 
amount of money that you were able to put in didn’t maybe look 
like a lot for the third of a billion dollar project. 

Mr. Olver. Third of a billion? 

Mr. Blumenauer. It provided — yes, sir. It provided a critical 
jump start to that process. And we found people come forward with 
a very substantial local share that has put forward — they put to- 
gether $100 million local initiative. They are getting State money. 
Federal money, and it was this committee that really helped us 
provide a catalyst for people to find out that they could do a lot 
more than they thought they could. And this will help us sort of 
get across the finish line. I really appreciate it. 

Mr. Olver. Are there other questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Blumenauer. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. I have a list here. I am going to go with my list. And 
my list tells me that I am to take Representative Speier. 

MS. speier’s remarks 

Ms. Speier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 
Latham. I appreciate the time you are giving to all of us to make 
our requests to you today. 

And my apologies to my friend and colleague. Congresswoman 
Watson. 

I just wanted to brief you in a macro sense. The way I have run 
my earmark process has been a totally public process. All of the re- 
quests have come to me, and then a citizens’ oversight panel, made 
up of representatives who are formally elected officials, business 
people, health and educators, participate in a process where, over 
the course of 3 weeks at three different meetings, they hear from 
each of the requesters for 15 minutes in a public setting. And then 
they rank them, and then they submit them to me. So this has 
been a very open process and one that I really endorse for all of 
us to look at in future efforts. 

I will point out that of all of the requests that you have before 
you, only one has received Federal funding before, and that is the 
Caltrain project. The Shelter Network project is remarkable in that 
it provides not just short-term and transitional housing, but it is 
a program. So at the end of the program, they actually are success- 
ful in life and employment skills, so that many of them go into per- 
manent housing. And their request is for $200,000 on that project. 

The request for an Interchange Reconstruction Project at High- 
way 101 and Broadway is one that is critical to the hopes of having 
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high-speed rail through that region in the near term. That is a $2 
million request. 

The Great Highway planning in San Francisco is as a result of 
the December 2009 and January 2010 floods and winter storms 
that have eroded between 30 and 70 feet of bluff along ocean beach, 
creating a great deal of vulnerability for the Lake Merced Waste- 
water Tunnel. Again, that is a $3 million request. 

The fencing request for Caltrain is $500,000. Last year we had 
19 fatalities on that right-of-way, and 11 of them were suicides. So 
this is really critical to try and stem the number of suicides that 
take place. 

The next request is for a Home Sharing Program. This is another 
unique program in the county where people who have been in their 
homes for long periods of time may need some additional help at 
this point, find someone to share their home with. And in so doing, 
it takes care of people who are homeless and also provides reduced 
housing costs to those who have the homes. This particular request 
for $250,000 will provide a means by which they can develop their 
implementation kit so it can be replicated throughout the State of 
California. 

The next project is for the county hospital and their long-term 
care facility that is very outdated. This would support the upgrad- 
ing of their ground floor to bring it to licensing standards and also 
provide 96 additional spaces for long-term care individuals. And 
that is a $1.2 million request. 

The final request that may or may not be in your list. So I want- 
ed to point it out. And I do have copies that reflect it. It is for a 
nonprofit called Samaritan House. It would provide for the pur- 
chase of a replacement van and new truck with a lift that would 
allow them to distribute the donated groceries to low-income resi- 
dents in the county. And that is for $73,000. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Latham and Members of the 
Subcommittee, thank you for allowing me to testify before your 
subcommittee today on my top transportation and HUD 
priorities for Fiscal Year 201 1 appropriations requests for the 
California’s 12'^ District. I sincerely hope that today’s 
testimony will encourage the subcommittee to fond these 
projects at their requested levels. 
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I will speak briefly on 5 projects that I believe are worthy of 
funding for my Congressional District. 

The first project, Shelter Network of San Mateo County’s Maple 
Street Shelter Program will support both a short-term emergency 
shelter and a mid-term transitional housing program for 
homeless adults. In the past year, more than 550 people found 
shelter and support at the Maple Street Shelter and after an 
average of 103 days, 80% of those who completed the 
transitional program succeeded in securing permanent housing 
again. The project request amount is $200,000. 

The next project request U.S. Highway 101 / Broadway 
Interchange Reconstruction Project will support the 
reconstruction of the Broadway Interchange, Burlingame’s 
primary access to US Highway 101 . It is the only connection to 
the industrial area, hotels along the Bayfront, and the City of 
Burlingame’s community’s major retail area. It also serves as 
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the main link for residents commuting along the Peninsula. The 
project request amount is $2,000,000. 

The project request for Caltrain Safety and Security Fencing and 
Signage Program will repair existing fencing and signage, and 
install new fencing and signage along the existing Caltrain right 
of way to improve safety and security and deter trespasser 
activities. The project request amount is $500,000. 

The next project request for Home Sharing Program, otherwise 
known as HIP HOUSING will expand the education and 
outreach of HIP housing’s Home Sharing Program to people in 
the 12th and 14th Congressional District who are unaware of the 
program, underserved by the program. Funding will also 
develop a “Home Sharing Program Implementation Kit”, which 
can be used throughout California as a resource for nonprofits 
developing home sharing programs workforce. The project 
request amount is $250,000. 
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The last project request is for San Mateo Medical Center 
(SMMC) Renovation. The Long Term Care facility at San 
Mateo Medical Center is a county facility providing licensed 
nursing care and rehabilitation services on a 24 hour basis to 
seniors. It will support upgrading the ground floor to bring it up 
to licensing standards and also to offset the transition cost. The 
infrastructure changes will allow for 96 additional patients to be 
placed at San Mateo County Medical Center. 

Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Latham, thank you again 
for the opportunity to testify before your committee and I hope 
you give strong consideration to my top project requests for 
Fiscal Year 2011. If I you may need any additional information, 
please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. I am deeply impressed hy the 
procedure that you have set up in your district to get these. I take 
it this community procedure covers all of the territory from the 
north to the south, which, I don’t know, it may only he 25 miles 
or so, something like that, from one end to the other of the district, 
but with all of that population, that is a very — a procedure which 
I am not sure that we all want to have to go through and process. 
I don’t know that anybody else does this in quite the same way 
that you do. But it certainly legitimizes the interest on the part of 
the district itself for the items that you have identified. 

Ms. Speier. Mr. Chairman, I would just say that it actually 
makes it easier because you have the benefit of the input from a 
group of 10 or 12 community leaders, and everyone knows about 
it and is comfortable with the process and feels that they have a 
fair chance of being considered. So I actually think it makes it easi- 
er for us as Members. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. 

Other questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Number three on my list is Hank Johnson. 

Mr. Johnson’s Remarks 

Mr. Johnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member. 

And again, my apologies to my esteemed colleague. Representa- 
tive Watson. 

I want to thank you all for allowing me to come today and testify 
about some important projects that I have requested in the Fiscal 
Year 2011, Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and 
Related Agencies Appropriations bill. 

All of my requests have significant local support from mayors 
and county commissioners and also area residents and businesses. 
And I urge the committee to fund fully all of my projects at their 
requested levels. 

I would like to highlight a few projects today. First, the Glen- 
wood Road Pedestrian Safety Improvements Project. Glenwood 
Road is a major thoroughfare running through the Fourth Congres- 
sional District in part. Pedestrians use this corridor to access our 
MARTA system, which is the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit 
Authority which runs buses as well as rail. And they use that to 
go shopping, to do their banking, to get to work. And it is a crucial 
corridor. And it has a long and serious history of pedestrian acci- 
dents. This project would upgrade the facilities in the entire cor- 
ridor, including sidewalks, a continuous left turn lane, new traffic 
signals and additional lighting to provide access to the corridor. 

The Fourth District in this part of the Atlanta region is a one- 
time suburban area, but it is now rapidly urbanizing. The develop- 
ment pattern has been classic suburban sprawl. And during those 
good times, there was no ordinance in effect that would command 
sidewalks to be laid in. That has been corrected during my tenure 
on the DeKalb County Commission. But we have a lot of areas of 
crucial concern that don’t have these sidewalks, and the Glenwood 
corridor is one of them. A continuous left-turn lane would be 
awarded or would be built. Also new traffic signals and additional 
lighting to provide safe access to the corridor. And we would be re- 
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questing 400 — excuse me — 12 million — excuse me — 2 million — let 
me see. I am sorry, $1.5 million for that project. 

Second, the MARTA bus facilities and security improvements 
project. MARTA, like many public transportation agencies is facing 
a severe budget cutback and shortfall in fiscal year 2011. This 
project would allow MARTA to sustain its bus infrastructure and 
enhance safety of the bus transit system. This request would be 
used for facilities and equipment modernization, vehicle rehabilita- 
tion and replacement and for an onboard bus security camera sys- 
tem that would include up to 8 digital cameras per bus. This 
project is a top priority for Georgia’s largest public transit agency, 
which serves thousands of Georgians daily. 

Third, the Bouldercrest Road Improvements Project for which we 
are requesting $2 million would build additional lanes and improve 
sidewalks and safety in this growing area of southwest DeKalb 
County, Georgia. Making these improvements to this busy road 
would increase economic development opportunities in the area. 

Last, but not least, the MARTA 1-20 transit corridor project, 
$300,000 was awarded last year for a study. Now we are asking for 
the $4.5 million for this proposed expansion which would begin in 
downtown Atlanta and extend eastward along the congested and 
growing 1-20 Interstate Corridor into south DeKalb County in the 
heart of my congressional district. Anyone who has been in Atlanta 
will tell you that access to high-quality public transportation is a 
challenge and that this is particularly true in this part of south 
DeKalb County, and that is why this project is extremely signifi- 
cant and will improve the quality of life for thousands of people 
who live, work and play in this area. 

And I know I am over my time. So I thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to testify today. While I have a few of these projects of pri- 
mary importance, there are a number of others that I included in 
my request. And I hope that you will choose to fund these projects 
as well as the others. 

[The information follows:] 
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Rep. Henry C. “Hank” Johnson 

Testimony before the House Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Transportation, and 
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 

Re; Member’s Requests to the Subcommittee Hearing 

Chairman Olver and Ranking Member Latham, thank you for allowing me to testify today on behalf of 
some of the important projects 1 have requested in the FYl 1 Transportation, and Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Agencies appropriations bill. I requested these projects to help better the 
quality of life for my constituents and others who might benefit from these projects across the Atlanta 
area. I strongly urge the committee to fully fund my FYl 1 Transportation, and Housing and Urban 
Development, and Related Agencies appropriations requests. 

,I chose to submit projects on which work could begin quickly, putting Georgians back to work. All of 
my requests have significant local support, from mayors and county commissioners to area residents 
and business owners. 

Though I have included the full list of my requests with my testimony, I would like to call certain 
projects to your attention today. 

First, the Glenwood Road Pedestrian Safety Improvements Project. Pedestrians use Glenwood Road 
to access the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) bus stops, go shopping, and 
attend church. Unfortunately, the Glenwood Road corridor has a long and serious history of 
pedestrian accidents. I requested this project to upgrade the facilities in the entire corridor. The 
project will include sidewalks, a continuous left turn lane, new traffic signals, and additional lighting 
to provide safe access to the corridor. I strongly urge the committee to support full funding for this 
project. 

Second, the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) Bus, Bus Facilities and Security 
Improvements project. MARTA, like many public transportation agencies, is facing a severe budget 
shortfall in FYl 1 . This project will allow MARTA to sustain and improve a State of Good Repair for 
it’s bus infrastructure and rolling stock, and also to enhance the safety and security of it’s bus transit 
system. The funds requested will be used for needed MARTA bus facilities and equipment 
modernization at several locations, bus vehicle rehabilitation and replacement, and for the planned On- 
board Bus Security Camera System. The bus security camera system will include the acquisition and 
installation of up to eight digital cameras per bus on the existing MARTA bus fleet. This project is a 
top priority for Georgia’s largest public transit agency, serving hundreds of thousand of Georgians 
daily, many of whom are my constituents. 1 strongly urge the committee to support full funding for 
this project. 

Third, the Bouldercrest Road Improvements project, which would build additional lanes and improve 
sidewalks and safety in this growing area of southwest DeKalb County, Georgia. Making these 
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improvements to this busy road would increase economic development opportunities in the area. I 
strongly urge the committee to support full funding for this project. 

Finally, the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) 1-20 East Transit Corridor project. 
This proposed high capacity transit expansion project will begin in downtown Atlanta and extend 
eastward along the congested and growing Interstate 20 corridor into south DeKalb County, in the 
heart of my congressional district. Anyone who has been to Atlanta will tell you that access to high 
quality public transportation is a challenge, and that is particularly true for this part of south DeKalb 
County, Georgia. That is why this fixed guideway transit project is extremely significant and, when 
completed, will significantly improve the quality of life for thousands of people who live, work, and 
play in this area. Additionally, the project address national and Federal Transit Administration goals 
to increase mobility and enhance the quality of life for our citizens; while creating jobs, relieving 
traffic congestion, conserving energy and improving air quality, lowering greenhouse gas emissions, 
providing access to jobs and promoting economic development and more livable communities. I 
strongly urge the committee to support full funding for this project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. While I have highlighted a few of the important 
projects 1 have requested, I hope that the committee will choose to fund all of my projects, and to help 
facilitate that I have included a full list of my projects below. 

Thank you again. 


PROJECT REQUESTS 

ART Station, Inc. 

5384 Manor Drive 

Stone Mountain, GA 30083 

Project: Art Station 

Designated recipient: ART Station, Inc. 

Funding Request: $125,000 

Background: $125,000 of the request would be used for facility improvements. 

Dekalb County , GA 
330 W. Ponce de Leon 
4th Floor 

Decatur, GA 30030 

Project: Bouldercrest Road Improvements 
Designated recipient: DeKalb County, GA 
Funding Request: 2,000,000 

Background: This is a road improvement project that involves additional lanes, safety improvements 
and sidewalks from 1-285 to the Clayton County line. The north end of the project will tie into a future 
interchange improvement project at 1-285 being designed by the Georgia Department of 
Transportation. The project will alleviate congestion in this growing area of southwest DeKalb 
County, assist with economic development opportunities and provide an improved link between 1-285 
in DeKalb County and a rapidly growing area in Clayton County. 
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City of Conyers, GA 
1184 Scott Street, SE 
Conyers, GA 30012 

Project: Central Conyers Park Initiative 
Designated recipient: City of Conyers, GA 
Funding Request: $900,000 

Background: Federal funding will be used to acquire the land necessaiy to construct the park. The City 
will also use the requested funding to restore and dam a lake at the park, as well as provide the 
necessary amenities associated with parks of this caliber for the edification and enjoyment of present 
and future generations. Given the explosive economic growth occurring in the northern reaches of 
Henry County, the southern and eastern portions of DeKalb County and Rockdale County over the last 
three decades, this project would provide a much needed increase to the amount of parkland and open 
space in the region. The presence of the Central Conyers Park will increase the foot traffic for 
commercial venues in downtown Conyers, as well as encourage future commercial activity and 
increase demand for housing within walking distance of the park The Central Conyers Park is an 
integral part of a larger initiative to encourage residential and commercial development, investment in 
the region, and to enhance public safety, health and welfare for the residents of Conyers and 
surrounding communities. 


Rockdale County, GA 

962 Milstead Avenue 

Conyers, GA 30012 

Project: Commerce Crossing Bridge 

Designated recipient: Rockdale County, GA 

Funding Request: $1,000,000 

Background: “Commerce Crossing” is a proposed non-access bridge across Interstate 20 connecting 
the community's most significant retail tax base with State Route (SR) 138. As Rockdale's primary 
north-south artery, the SR 138 corridor is the most heavily traveled and congested corridor in 
Rockdale County with daily traffic at the 1-20 interchange in excess of 55,000 vehicles. With this level 
of traffic the interchange is currently operating at level of service F and will continue to get worse with 
a projected 50% increase in traffic over the next 20 years. 

The non-access bridge would provide access to the community's primary retail district and provide 
circulation improvements by redirecting 10,000 vehicles per day from the 1-20 interchange to the retail 
district when the bridge is opened to traffic. By 2030, the bridge will accommodate in excess of 
1 8,000 vehicles per day. The “Commerce Crossing” bridge will provide user benefits through 
improved traffic flow and circulation and by increasing opportunities for pedestrian travel to the retail 
district. The annual travel time benefit associated with these improvements is $1,727,000 with a fuel 
cost savings of $216,000. This equates to a twenty year benefit of $30,220,000 (2005 dollars). 

City of Conyers, GA 

1184 Scott Street, SE 

Conyers, GA 30012 

Project: Complete Streets Initiative 

Designated recipient: City of Conyers, GA 
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Funding Request: $3,720,000 

Background: The Complete Streets Design Concept emphasizes safely accommodating automobiles, 
bicyclists, pedestrians and public transit riders while using design standards sensitive to those with 
disabilities. 

The adoption of the Complete Streets concept on Hardin Street and O'kelly Street will significantly 
improve the mobility, accessibility and safety of walking trips to, from and within the Central Conyers 
community through separating bicycle and pedestrian traffic from vehicular traffic. 

In separating bicycle and pedestrian traffic from vehicular traffic, both bicyclists and pedestrians will 
feel safer using biking and sidewalk facilities, which will significantly increase the usage of both 
facilities. 

With the adoption of the complete streets treatment along Hardin Street and O'Kelly Street, members 
of the Central Conyers neighborhood will gain improved access to the regional network of parks, open 
space and trails. 


Dekalb County , GA 
330 W, Ponce de Leon 
4th Floor 

Decatur, GA 30030 

Project: Glenwood Road Pedestrian Safety Improvements 
Designated recipient: DeKalb County, GA 
Funding Request: $1,500,000 

Background: The project will involve the implementation of pedestrian safety improvements along 
Glenwood Road from Candler Road to Covington Highway. A county funded phase 1 project west of 
Candler Road has already been completed. Improvements being considered include sidewalks, a 
continuous left turn lane, new turn signals, additional street lighting, and mid-block crossings. 
Preliminary design of the project is underway. ' 

City of Decatur 

509 North McDonough Street 

Decatur, GA 30030 

Project: Historic Decatur Recreation Center Rehabilitation Project 
Designated recipient: 

Funding Request: $7,000,000 

Background: The project will rehabilitate, modernize and restore the historic Decatur Recreation 
Center in downtown Decatur. This facility has been home for many years to Decatur’s diverse 
recreational community as well as Decatur High School's athletic teams. It will be a showcase and 
national example of the sensitive rehabilitation of a local historic building while modernizing and 
improving the building to meet new recreational needs and changing community goals. The project 
includes master plarming, project design and construction of improvements, including improvements 
to the existing office and classroom spaces, new recreational space for seniors, improved locker 
rooms, new lighting, gym floor and bleachers, new mechanical systems and a new roof. 
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The construction cost estimate for this project is $7 million. The City of Decatur has employed 
architectural and engineering consultants to bring the project to the 100% level of design. The City 
will have spent $385,000 in local funds by the end of this fiscal year for design at which point it will 
be shovel ready. 

Gwinnett Village Community Improvement District 
5855 Jimmy Carter Boulevard 
Norcross, GA 30071 

Project; 1-85 / Jimmy Carter Boulevard Bridge Replacement and Interchange Improvement (Gwinnett 
County, GA) 

Designated recipient: Gwinnett Village Community Improvement District 
Funding Request: $2,000,000 

Background: The proposed interchange improvements include replacement of the existing bridge that 
carries Jimmy Carter Boulevard over 1-85 and reconstruction of the intersections with the existing 1-85 
on and off ramps. The new bridge will carry 1 1 lanes, 4 lanes wider than the existing 7 lane bridge. 
The project will increase both the number of through lanes along Jimmy Carter Boulevard as well as 
the number of turn lanes onto 1-85 (north and south). Currently, the interchange causes extreme delays 
along Jimmy Carter Boulevard. Due to capacity limitations, queuing often occurs along the on and off- 
ramps to 1-85 creating safety concerns along the interstate. 

The current bridge at Interstate 85 and Jimmy Cater Boulevard was built in 1 973. In June 2009, the 
Georgia Department of Transportation's Office of Bridge Design recommended replacement of the 
existing Jimmy Carter Boulevard Bridge due to its poor geometry, current sufficiency load rating 
values, and overall need for a range of maintenance items. The bridge's sufficiency rating was 48.39; 
the Georgia Department of Transportation considers bridges with sufficiency ratings below 50 to be in 
need of replacement. 

In addition to safety concerns, the bridge is a source of significant congestion. This interchange 
currently supports nearly 60,000 vehicles per day, and a 2005 crash report by Gwinnett County 
revealed that a large number of incidents occur at this location. Furthermore, in a 2006 congestion 
report by the Atlanta Regional Commission, the 1-85 at Jimmy Carter Boulevard interchange ranked a 
the 7th most heavily congested arterial roadway in the metro-Atlanta region. 

Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
2424 Piedmont Road, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30324 

Project: MARTA Bus, Bus Facilities and Security Improvements 
Designated recipient: Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
Funding Request: $12,000,000 

Background: This overall project will both help to sustain and improve a State of Good Repair for 
MARTA bus infrastructure and rolling stock, and also enhance the safety and security of the bus 
transit system. The funds requested will be used for needed MARTA bus facilities and equipment 
modernization at several locations, bus vehicle rehabilitation and replacement, and for the planned On- 
board Bus Security Camera System. The bus security camera system will include the acquisition and 
installation of up to eight digital cameras per bus on the existing M ARTA bus fleet. 
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Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
2424 Piedmont Road, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30324 

Project: MARTA Fare Collection System Improvements 
Designated recipient: Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
Funding Request: $15,400,000 

Background: This project will build upon MARTA'S innovative Breeze Fare Collection System, by 
providing funding for two (2) major enhancements: Variable Base Fare capability and the Community 
Breeze Vending Program. The Variable-Based Fare System Module will enable distance-based and/or 
time-of-day fares to be implemented. The Community Breeze Vending Program will provide for the 
acquisition and installation of remote Breeze fare media vending machines in communities throughout 
the MARTA bus service area. These Breeze Vending Machines will be strategically placed at major 
retail establishments (e.g., supermarkets) and community facilities (e.g., public libraries) in corridors 
primarily traversed by MARTA bus service. This combined project will provide the riding public with 
a more accessible, convenient and regionally integrated transit system. 

Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
2424 Piedmont Road, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30324 

Project: MARTA 1-20 East Transit Corridor 

Designated recipient: Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 

Funding Request: $4,500,000 

Background: FY 201 1 funding is requested to complete the Alternatives Analysis (AA) and a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 1-20 East Corridor High Capacity Transit Line. This 
proposed high capacity transit expansion project will begin in downtown Atlanta and extend eastward 
along the congested and growing Interstate 20 corridor into south DeKalb County. This is the next 
phase in the FTA's New Starts project development process. This fixed guideway transit project is 
extremely significant and, when completed, will address national and Federal Transit Administration 
goals to increase mobility and enhance the quality of life for our citizens; while creating jobs, relieving 
traffic congestion, conserving energy and improving air quality, lowering greenhouse gas emissions, 
providing access to jobs and promoting economic development and more livable communities. 

Dekalb County , GA 
330 W. Ponce de Leon 
4th Floor 

Decatur, GA 30030 

Project: Panola Road Improvements from Brown’s Mill Road (GA 212) to Covington Highway (US 
278) 

Designated recipient: DeKalb County, GA 
Funding Request: $4,000,000 

Background: This project is the widening of Panola Road from Covington Highway (US 278) to 
Brown's Mill Road (GA 212). A four lane or six lane divided highway with a raised median is 
proposed. Bike lanes and sidewalks will also be added. In the middle of the project is the Panola Road 
at 1-20 interchange. A separate project will upgrade that interchange. 



556 


Rockdale County, GA 
962 Milstead Avenue 
Conyers, GA 30012 

Project: Sigman Road Extension Project 
Designated recipient: Rockdale County, GA 
Funding Request: $1,000,000 

Background: The Sigman Road Extension project is a new four lane parkway that connects Sigman 
Road at Interstate 20 (1-20) with State Route 124 (Turner Hill Road) in Dekalb County, As a link 
between 1-20 and several state routes, the Sigman Road corridor is a critical transportation artery for 
Rockdale and surrounding counties. The Sigman Road Extension project will also provide an 
economic benefit to Rockdale County by directly connecting Stonecrest mall in Dekalb County with 
land available for commercial development in Rockdale County. 

The existing Sigman Road corridor serves as a major artery in the region's transportation network by 
providing connectivity between 1-20, State Route 20, State Route 138 and State Route 162. The 
Sigman Road Extension will create a new link to State Route 124 in Dekalb County. Sigman Road and 
these state routes are the primary arterial roads providing access to 1-20 for residents of northern 
Rockdale, southern Gwinnett, Walton and Newton counties. 

Dekalb County , GA 
330 W. Ponce de Leon 
4th Floor 

Decatur, GA 30030 

Project: South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road Bike Lanes 
Designated recipient: DeKalb County, GA 
Funding Request: $2,000,000 

Background: The project consists of constructing bike lanes on both sides of South Stone Mountain 
Lithonia Road from the City of Stone Mountain to the City of Lithonia. Sidewalks will also be added 
on the east side of the road. Design of the first phase of the project from Main Street in Stone 
Mountain to Rockbridge Road is currently underway. 


PROGRAM LEVEL REQUEST 

Program Level Request: Fair Housing Initiatives Program 

Funding Level Request: $52,000,000 

Agency: Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

Program Level Request: Federal Transit Administration 
Funding Level Request: $14,880,000,000 
Agency: Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

Background: The President’s FYl 1 Budget Request includes only $10.8 billion for federal transit 
programs; a .6% increase over FYIO enacted levels. Also of note, this request includes only $8.27 
billion for transit capital formula programs and $1.82 billion for New Starts, which are decreases from 
the FYIO enacted levels. While 1 recognize that we are facing a difficult budget climate, I fear that 
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$10.8 billion is simply not enough to maintain the current system, and to continue the proper 
investments in our public transportation system. 

Program Level Request; HOPWA Program 
Funding Level Request: $410,000,000 
Agency: Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

Let me just ask you. Do you have part of the City of Atlanta or 
not? 

Mr. Johnson. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Olver. That is all in Fulton County? 

Mr. Johnson. It is all in the Fifth Congressional District, which 
is represented by John Lewis. 

Mr. Olver. So you do not have any. 

Just for clarity, your second request, the MARTA project, what 
was the value of that? I don’t remember in your comment that you 
had given what that is. 

Mr. Johnson. That is $12 million. 

Mr. Olver. $12 million. Okay. 

Mr. Johnson. And I would add also, sir, that Atlanta, basically 
the surrounding counties have become a great metropolitan area, 
urban living if you will, but according to suburban growth plan. So 
we are now, due to lack of forethought among our officials, we are 
having to play catchup and provide infrastructure that accommo- 
dates that growth pattern. 

Mr. Olver. How many miles of light rail or subways do we have 
in Atlanta, in the Atlanta metro area? 

Mr. Johnson. I think it is 166 miles, if I recall correctly. The 
system needs to be expanded. East of Atlanta is the area of least 
development, as far as MARTA is concerned, and of course, Fulton 
and DeKalb taxpayers, county taxpayers, are the only subsidy for 
operating expenses that goes to MARTA. We get no State funding 
at this time and never have had it. And so there has been a lot 
of growth out on the east side of Atlanta. 

So I think we have got elections coming up at the end of Novem- 
ber, we will be electing a new Governor. And it is hoped by many 
in Georgia that we will be able to have a vision, a statewide vision 
as to our transportation plan. But we know that we need to expand 
MARTA. We know that MARTA, which other bus or rapid transit 
authorities feed into, it is just the hub of transportation, and it 
needs to be more fully utilized and supported. 

So we know that State government needs to step up to the plate 
and do some of this. But time for that is during fiscal times like 
we are in right now, things don’t look good for that State funding 
coming on board immediately. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. We will try to help. 

Mr. Johnson. Thank you, sir. I appreciate it. 

Mr. Olver. All right. 

Now, we have representative Diane Watson. 

Representative Watson, I think that I have understood that this 
will be probably the last time that you will appear before this sub- 
committee. I think we have had you at each of the times that we 
have held this kind of a Members hearing previously. 

Ms. Watson. I want to thank you 

Mr. Olver. Thank you for your service. 

Ms. Watson’s Remarks 

Ms. Watson. Thank you. Chairman Olver and Ranking Member 
Latham and my good friend, committee member, Carolyn Kil- 
patrick. 
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And thank you for the time allowed to me to testify before your 
subcommittee today concerning my two top priorities for fiscal year 
2011 appropriations and for the 33rd Congressional District. And 
this is my last time. 

I have submitted before you 15 other requests. And it is my last 
opportunity to support the projects in my district that will enhance 
the quality of transportation. But I won’t be going away. I will be 
busy and an activist within my district supporting these good 
projects. And I sincerely hope that today’s testimony will encourage 
the subcommittee to fund these projects at the requested level. 

The first project request I have submitted is for $15,000,800 for 
the completion of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Final Envi- 
ronmental Clearance and Preliminary Engineering at the behest of 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority. We 
refer to it as MTA. Two-thirds of the voters of Los Angeles County 
voted for Measure R in November of 2008, a one-half cent sales tax 
for 30 years which specifically approved early construction of the 
Crenshaw/LAX light-rail line. It will include at least 6 new stations 
at last and be the primary passenger rail linking the Green Line 
to the Expo Line now under construction. 

By connecting downtown Los Angeles, the Westside and the 
South Bay to the busiest airport in the Western Hemisphere, the 
Crenshaw line will greatly facilitate mobility and provide critical 
economic development opportunities for the historically under- 
served south Los Angeles community through which the line will 
travel. Simultaneously, it will relieve traffic congestion and pollu- 
tion while becoming the spine of the rail infrastructure that Meas- 
ure R funds, and it will build to free Los Angeles from auto depend- 
ency. Praise the Lord. 

My second project request is for $1,260,000 for the Midtown 
DASH Community Circulator bus expansion project. DASH buses 
are neighborhood circulators providing transportation to essential 
destinations for primarily low-income transit dependent riders, dis- 
abled persons, students, seniors and commuters, providing, too, 
feeder service to regional metro buses and trains. To nontransit 
users, the project provides clean air and traffic congestion relief. 

Midtown DASH buses carry approximately 500,000 riders each 
year. The project seeks to expand the route through the purchase 
of three new buses for the Community DASH Circulator services 
in midtown Los Angeles. This is a critical service for local need, 
while also feeding into the larger regional transit system comprised 
of buses, metro rail and commuter trains. 

Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member and Member Kilpatrick, I 
thank you for this opportunity to testify before the subcommittee. 
And I hope you will give strong consideration to my top two 
projects that I request for fiscal year 2011. And as I mentioned, 
this will be my final session in the House, having served in Con- 
gress for 10 years. My advocacy for these appropriation projects 
and for no others is, I hope, my legacy to the community and con- 
stituents I have represented in public office since 1978. I ask that 
you look favorably upon my efforts, and I thank you sincerely. 

[The information follows:] 
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Testimony 

Congresswoman Diane E. Watson 
In Support of Fiscal Year 2011 Appropriations Requests 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing & Urban Development 
Appropriations Committee 

Wednesday, April 15, 2010 
2358-A Rayburn HOB 
1:25 PM. 

Chairman Olva and Ranking Member Latham, thank you for allowing me to 
testify before your subcommittee today concerning my top two priorities for Fiscal Year 
201 1 appropriations requests for California’s 33'‘‘ District of the 15 (fifteen) I have 
submitted . This Congress will be my last opportunity to support projects in my District 
that will enhance the quality of transportation. I sincerely hope that today’s testimony 
will encourage the subcommittee to fund these projects at their requested levels. 

The first project request I have submitted is $15,800,000 for the completion of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor’s Final Environmental Clearance and Preliminary 
Engineering, at the behest of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA). Two-thirds of the voters of Los Angeles County voted for Measure R 
in November 2008, a one-half cent sales tax for 30 years which specifically approved 
early construction of the Crenshaw/LAX light rail line. It will include at least six new 
stations and be the primary passenger rail linking the Green Line to the Expo Line, now 


under construction. 



561 


Page 2 of 3 

By connecting Downtown Los Angeles, the Westside, and the South Bay to the 
busiest aitport in the Western Hemisphere, the Crenshaw rail line will greatly facilitate 
mobility and provide critical economic development opportunities for the historically 
underserved South Los Angeles community through which the line will travel. 
Simultaneously it will relieve traffic congestion and pollution, while becoming the spine 
of the rail infrastructure that Measure R funds will build to free Los Angeles from auto 
dependency. 

My second project request is $1,260,000 for the Midtown DASH Community 
Circulator Bus Expansion Project. DASH buses are neighborhood circulators, providing 
transportation to essential destinations for primarily low- income transit-dependent riders: 
disabled persons, students, seniors, and commuters, providing, too, feeder service to 
regional Metro buses and trains. To non-transit users the project provides clean-air and 
traffic congestion relief. Midtown DASH buses carry approximately 500,000 riders each 
year. The project seeks to expand the route through the purchase of three (3) new buses 
for the community DASH circulator service in Midtown Los Angeles. This is a critical 
service for local needs, while also feeding into the larger regional transit system 
comprised of buses, Metro rail and commuter trains. 
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Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member, thank you I’or the opportuniu to leslity 
before your subcommittee and I hope you will give strong consideration to my top two 
project requests for f iscal Year 20! 1. This will be my final session in the 1 louse, having 
screed in Congress for ten years. My advocacy for these two appropriation projects, and 
I’or no others is. I hope, my lining legacy to the community and constituents I have 
represented in public ol'fiec .since 1978. 1 ask that you will look favorably upon my 
efforts. 

Thank you. 


Diane K. Watson 
.Member of Congress 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

My only question here is, the project, the Crenshaw/Los Angeles 
Airport Corridor Project, has that heen a recipient of either TIGER 
grants or other capital grants, such as regular ETA funding, small 
starts or very small starts? Anything of that sort? 

Ms. Watson. This major project that spans a distance of, I would 
say, mayhe 15 to 17 miles has been a recipient for many grants. 
We always have our proposals in for whatever is available under 
transportation. It has been a long fight. I got involved with it at 
the end of the 1970s. We have had many environmental conditions 
along the way, and the project has been held up for several years 
until we mitigated the problems along the way. But now we have 
support for all of those communities within Los Angeles basin, and 
we see that we are getting closer to be able to finish this project. 
And I hope I can see it within my lifetime. It has been a long time. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Watson. Thank you. 

I appreciate the opportunity. 

Mr. Olver. Representative Richardson. Today is sort of Cali- 
fornia day. 

Ms. Richardson. That is right. It is. I know you like pictures, 
so here is a few. 

Mr. Olver. I can read them. 

Ms. Richardson’s Remarks 

Ms. Richardson. Last time when I met you, you asked me for 
pictures, so I brought some pictures. Okay. 

Chairman Olver and members of the Appropriation Sub- 
committee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development 
thank you for convening this witness request day for the full year 
2011. 

The 37th Congressional District of California, which I am proud 
to represent, embodies the Nation’s transportation needs with the 
largest ports in the country, three airports, major freight rail lines, 
and 40 percent of the Nation’s goods moving along our rails and 
four major interstate highways. 

As a member of the Transportation and Infrastructure Sub- 
committee of the whole, I advocate on behalf of all Members in this 
House to establish sound transportation and infrastructure invest- 
ments which will make our Nation globally competitive and en- 
hance the quality of life in our communities. 

I would like to set forth several recommendations before you 
today. Eirst of all, the President’s budget request of a 2 percent in- 
crease of infrastructure funding I believe is very deficient. In light 
of the “National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Steady 
Commission Report,” which states that we must invest at least 
$225 billion annually for the next 50 years to upgrade our existing 
system to a state of good repair, I, therefore, urge this committee 
to increase the transportation budget by $12 billion, specifically for 
bridges, highways, roads and rail projects that can put people to 
work and support businesses that build high-quality and long-last- 
ing infrastructure. 

My second general recommendation is the consideration of a few 
projects that this committee would consider of national signifi- 
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cance, in addition to Members, individual Member requests. I say 
that because one such project is the bridge to everywhere in my 
area. I am requesting $2 million to go towards the replacement of 
the Gerald Desmond Bridge. 

The Gerald Desmond Bridge is the de facto trade highway gate- 
way to the Nation carrying 10 percent of the entire Nation’s total 
goods. The 1-710 and the Desmond Bridge is also the primary link 
to three intermodal rail yards. 

However, the bridge is now reduced to wearing a diaper, which 
you can see in the picture that I provided, to catch the concrete and 
debris that falls daily from its underside. It is imperative that we 
replace the most important bridge on our Nation’s most active 
goods-movement corridor. This crumbling transportation link could 
not be a more vital piece to our economy and our health of our 
country. 

And I will divert from my comments just for a moment. This 
bridge did not receive TIGER funding. Unfortunately, California, 
with the infusion of the high-speed rail, they didn’t consider it in 
this. We are hoping for SAFETEA-LU reauthorization. But as a 
member of that committee, I don’t know when that will be. 

This bridge, when we originally were considering it, was going to 
cost $600 million; now, due to the delay, is $1.3 billion. The ports 
have already allocated money. We are moving forward, and we can 
give you a more detailed break down of where the funding would 
come from. And so this modest request to assist us in this process 
would be helpful. 

In terms of my district’s specific needs, and again, I want to 
stress that, for all Members believe all of their projects are most 
important and have regional significance, but clearly, no one can 
debate the fact that the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long 
Beach are the largest ports in this Nation and the fifth largest in 
the world. I don’t mind being the bearer of that, but unfortunately, 
my district also has needs as well. And with your limited funds, I 
modestly put together a few other requests that I would hope you 
would consider. 

I am requesting $1.5 million to modify the configuration of the 
existing interchange of the Avalon Boulevard at Interstate 405 
Freeway in the City of Carson. The 1-405 is one of the busiest 
highways in California and in the country, supporting both local 
traffic and truck traffic 7 days a week now that we have PierPASS. 
Over 500,000 cars and trucks use this interchange each day, 
500,000. And these modifications would dramatically help ease con- 
gestion in my community from cars backed up trying to get onto 
the highway and to help improve overall traffic safety patterns. I 
am now on Page 5. The city has obligated the vast majority of its 
funds for this project and just needs a relatively small amount, 
again $1.5 million, of Federal funding to get this project started. 

I am also requesting $450,000 to purchase three DASH buses 
that would provide transportation to essential destinations for low- 
income transit-dependent residents, disabled persons, students and 
seniors, as well as commuters in the Watts area. In this commu- 
nity, with 21 percent unemployment and thousands of seniors, the 
ability to take one to increase their access out of their home, to go 
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to a doctor or to take their child to school, is a basic current need 
that is going unmet. 

So far, all of my comments have referenced transportation needs. 
I have a number of housing and urban development needs in my 
district as well, including a project with the Aquarium of the Pa- 
cific that serves over 260,000 schoolchildren and teachers and a 
senior transit-orientated housing development that would be help- 
ful. 

As I conclude my comments, I would be remiss in failing to high- 
light a few programmatic concerns that I have as well. The need 
for housing and redevelopment assistance is great, and thus, it is 
imperative that we increase the funding for Community Develop- 
ment Block Grants. And those of us who serve urban communities 
know how well that money is used. We must increase funding for 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Fund, NSF, above the $4.84 billion 
requested in the President’s budget. 

I do not support the President’s decision to request a reduction 
in funding for section 202, housing for the elderly program, and 
section 811, housing for persons with disabilities program, which 
funds the new construction of housing of those groups. We expect, 
by 2020, over one-third of our population will be over 65, and clear- 
ly, we are not ready. 

Finally we have tragically seen several bridge failures over the 
last past several years. And report after report has indicated our 
aging infrastructure needs that must be updated. That is why I am 
requesting that funding programmatically for the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Bridge Fund be increased to $6.5 billion. 

I urge the committee to invest boldly in a wide array of programs 
to help rebuild our country, provide housing options and create jobs 
in this difficult economic time. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman and members, for receiving my testi- 
mony and I yield back the balance of my time. 

[The information follows:] 
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Congresswoman Iwura Richardson (CA37) 

S 1 Al’EMEN I BliFORE THIi AI’PROPRIATIONS SUBCOMM! ITEE ON 

Transportation, Housing, and Urban Deveix)pmrn r 

Thursday, Aprie 15, 2010 
1:00 P.M, 

2358-A Rayburn 

Chairman Olvcr, thank you for convening this witness request 
day on the FY20ii Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development 
Appropriations. 1 appreciate the opportunity to testify before the 
Subcommittee. 

'I'hc 37"’ Congressional District of California, which I am proud 
to represent, embodies the nation’s transportation needs, with the 
largest ports in the country, three airports, major freight rail lines, 
and 40% of the nation’s goods moving along our rails and four major 
interstate highways. And as a member of the Transportation & 
Infrastructure Committee I understand how' sound transportation 
and infrastructure investments will make our nation globally 
competitive and enhance the quality of life in our communities. 

The President’s budget requests a 2% increase in infrastructure 
funding. This amount is too paltry to permit us to do anything but 
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tread water when we need to be heavily investing in our nation’s 
infrastructure and moving forward. 

With my transportation intensive district there are many 
projects that are in desperate need of funding and I come before you 
today to elaborate on just a few of them. 

I am requesting $1.5 million to modify the configuration of the 
existing interchange of Avalon Boulevard at Interstate 405 (I-405) in 
the City of Carson. The I-405 is on one of the busiest highways in 
California and in the country, supporting both local traffic and truck 
traffic. Over 500,000 cars and trucks use this interchange each day, 
and these modifications would dramatically help ease congestion in 
my community from cars backed up trying to get on the highway and 
help improve overall traffic patterns. The city has obligated the vast 
majority of the funds for this project and just needs a relatively small 
amount of federal funding to get the project started. 

I am also requesting $450,000 to purchase three Dash buses 
that would provide transportation to essential destinations for low- 
income transit-dependent residents, disabled persons, students, 
seniors, as well as commuters in the Watts area. The project is part of 



the regional system to improve mobility, reduce congestion, and help 
toward attaining clean-air goals for the region. 

I am requesting $2 million to go towards the replacement of the 
Gerald Desmond Bridge. The Gerald Desmond Bridge is the de facto 
trade “highway” gateway to the nation carrying io 96 of the nation’s 
total goods. The I-710/Desmond Bridge is also the primary link to 
three intermodal rail yards. However the bridge is now reduced to 
wearing a “diaper” to catch the concrete and debris that falls daily 
from its underside. It is imperative that we find funding to replace 
this crumbling transportation link that is so vital to the economic 
health of our country. 

I am also requesting funding for projects such as a new exhibit 
at the Aquarium of the Pacific which hosts 1.5 million people a year 
and serves 260,000 schoolchildren and teachers with on- and offsite 
programs, and for a transit oriented affordable housing development 
for seniors in my community. And finally I am requesting funding to 
support the improvement of public infrastructure creating a safer and 
more walk-able environment along Central Avenue, a very low 
income in my district that desperately that needs our attention. 
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Mr. Chairman there are also several programs that I believe 
need to be robustly funded to meet the needs of my district and 
people across the countiy. 

The needed for housing and redevelopment assistance is great 
in my district, my state, and across the nation. California trails only 
Nevada in the rate of housing foreclosures, and is projected to lose 1.9 
million homes to foreclosure projections between 2009 and 2012. 
Therefore, it is imperative that we substantially increase funding for 
foreclosure relief programs such as the Community Development 
Block Grants (CDBG) and the Neighborhood Stabilization Fund 
(NSF) above the $4.84 billion requested in the President’s budget. 

I do not support the President’s decision to request a reduction 
in binding for the Section 202 Housing for the Elderly program and 
the Section 811 Housing for Persons with Disabilities Program, which 
funds the new construction of housing for those groups. Our seniors 
and the disabled are among the most vulnerable populations in 
society and we cannot neglect their housing needs. 

I believe that to help bring our transportation infrastructure to 
a state of good repair there are several programs that must receive 
funding increases. We have tragically seen several bridge failures 
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over the past several years, and report after report have indicated our 
aging infrastructure needs updating. This is why I am requesting that 
funding for the Federal Highway Administration’s Bridge Program be 
increased to $6.5 billion. 

I also believe that we must invest more heavily in our transit 
systems. American’s are taking advantage of transit more than ever 
over the past few years, however budget shortfalls in the States have 
meant services are being cut back just when they are most needed. 
This is why I am requesting $14.9 billion of federal funds be 
dedicated to our Transit systems. 

When it comes to transportation funding, we must be forward- 
thinking and pro-active to position our country to compete and win in 
the global economy. Nowhere is this more important than in the area 
of high-speed rail. As the founding co-chair of the California High- 
Speed Rail Caucus, I applaud the President for requesting $1 billion 
for rail in the budget as this is more than is typically provided. I also 
appreciate very much the $2.25 billion grant for high-speed rail 
development California received under the Recovery Act. 

But a larger commitment is needed. It will cost over $40 billion 
to bring high-speed rail to California. But with it will come a 
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revolution in travel and serve as a model for the rest of the countiy. 
The benefits include a cleaner and quieter environment, reduced 
traffic congestion, and 450,000 new jobs in California to build the 
line. High-speed rail is the wave of the future and we must make a 
real commitment to it to remain competitive. After all, China is 
spending an estimated $100 billion annually to construct its national 
high-speed rail network. This nation simply cannot afford to fall 
behind its leading economic competitor in the 21st century. Thus I 
am requesting S4 billion be dedicated to funding high-speed rail. 

I have several other project and program requests that I have 
already submitted to the committee and I do not have time to 
elaborate on all of them at this time. I urge the committee to invest 
boldly in a wide array of programs to help rebuild our country, 
provide housing options, and create jobs in these difficult economic 
times. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for receiving my testimony. 1 


yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Olver. Well, thank you. 

I must say that by giving me pictures, you have arrested my con- 
sideration here at one point. 

And I need to ask a question. On the Avalon Boulevard at Inter- 
state 405, you have indicated — the request is for $1.5 million to 
modify the configuration of the existing interchange. The inter- 
change by itself, for those who can make it out, is quite futuristic 
looking but when I look at it, I wonder whether cars in one or two 
places go off the end of the road where it stops or something or get 
lost completely and never return. 

Has the design of the interchange, the modification of the inter- 
change already been completed? It looks to me as if this inter- 
change reconstruction, would be a multibillion dollar project at the 
very least, wouldn’t it? The actual redesign, is this money for de- 
sign, or is this money for construction? 

Ms. Richardson. With all due respect, sir, the actual full request 
was $17 million. But I know we only have a limited amount of 
funds, and I know, from me being a member particularly of the 
committee, unlimited 

Mr. Olver. Was that the design of it? 

Ms. Richardson. For the full construction, yes, is $17 million. So 
out of respect to you, I was only requesting a modest amount to 
help us in that effort. 

What I would further say that you can’t see from this picture, 
and I would be happy to give you an aerial one as well, what hap- 
pens is it bottlenecks because of the lack of lanes coming into the 
community. At Avalon is where you have a very large mall that 
has now been completely reconfigured, great new business, new 
restaurants, and now they are going to do a whole new one with 
housing and some other things. So it just cannot support the traffic 
that will be exiting off of this interchange. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Thank you. 

Thank you very, very much. 

Ms. Richardson. Thank you, sir. 

And thank you, Ms. Kilpatrick. 

I respectfully seek some help. And I tried to be modest, as I said, 
in my requests, based upon the amount of funds that we have. 

Thank you, sir. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. Can I just say one thing? 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As a member of the Transportation Committee how proud I am 
of you for how you serve on the Infrastructure Committee with 
Chairwoman Oberstar and the others, and your knowledge of 
transportation. Very few people come in and ask our committee 
based on what they think we have. I like your national perspective 
as it relates to your community as well as the specific projects you 
asked for your district. Very well done. 

Ms. Richardson. Thank you. 

Ms. Kilpatrick. And the pictures did add. 

Ms. Richardson. Thank you. If you don’t mind me adding one 
tidbit to tell you how I take my responsibility very seriously, I 
brought out Deputy Secretary Porcari to my area. I took him in a 
helicopter way out past my district to the Colton Crossing. And the 
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Colton Crossing got TIGER grant funding of $33.4 million. My 
bridge, I would have loved to have had that. 

So, sometimes, we all know as transportation members, we have 
to do what is right for the community. And people keep saying the 
reauthorization. In the meantime, the bridge is crumbling. So I ap- 
preciate that, and I consider myself an added team member to your 
team. 

Mr. Olver. This subcommittee would spend every penny we 
could get our hands on for infrastructure, I can assure you, and we 
still wouldn’t have anywhere nearly enough. 

Ms. Richardson. That is correct, sir. I agree 100 percent. Thank 
you so much. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. 

Representative Engel. 

Mr. Engel’s Remarks 

Mr. Engel. Thank you very much. Laura Richardson is a hard 
act to follow. I don’t know. Is it is just my luck to be after her. 

Thank you. Congressman Olver, Congresswoman Kilpatrick and 
other members of the committee. 

Thank you, first of all, for holding today’s hearing and for the op- 
portunity to discuss some of my priorities for New York 17th Dis- 
trict in Fiscal Year 2011, the Transportation, Housing, Urban De- 
velopment Appropriations bill. 

I am really happy to be able to do this face to face. And I have 
been in Congress for 22 years, and rarely have we been afforded 
the opportunity to do this. So I really, really appreciate it. I want 
to thank you. 

We were told to submit a list for the first time to the Committee 
on Appropriations of our top 10 projects; in all of the appropria- 
tions bills, to come up with a list of 1 to 10. And the first project 
I want to discuss is not only my number one project here in this 
bill, but of all of the projects I have submitted for all of the bills, 
it is number one on my top 10 list. So I wanted to really express 
my strong desire to get some funding for this project. 

The mayor of the City of Mount Vernon has told me that this is 
their number one priority. Mount Vernon is a city of 70,000 people, 
overwhelmingly minority, that really can use revitalization funds. 
And this is the revitalization of Memorial Field Stadium in Mount 
Vernon, New York. It is really central to the community. 

And the $3 million in requested funds, although I have been 
around here long enough to take what I can get. I am asking for 
$3 million, but I understand you have many, many pullings and 
tuggings on the money. So I will take what I can get. It would 
allow the city to renovate a local landmark, including building a 
multisport synthetic turf field surface and eight-lane track, steeple 
chase grand stand, seating for 3,900 people, a grassy field area and 
a multipurpose community room. A renovated Memorial Field 
would greatly contribute to the health and wellness of the commu- 
nity, as well as providing for economic revitalization. 

Built in 1930, Memorial Field is a historic stadium in the city of 
Mount Vernon, a place which older generations hold in fond mem- 
ory. It would be a good use of funds to revitalize the stadium so 
that future generations can enjoy local athletic events, fairs, fes- 
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tivals, concerts and other community events. And it is hoped that 
the renovations to the stadium will once again attract a Minor 
League baseball or football team providing a much needed eco- 
nomic boost to the area. 

The Memorial Field Stadium Renovation Project is located in an 
area that has experienced consistent economic distress. Accord- 
ingly, any avenue toward providing economic development is really 
my first priority. When I thought about ways to obtain Federal as- 
sistance for this project through the appropriations process this 
year, I looked in the past and saw that one of the initiatives from 
the past which was funded included a similar local stadium renova- 
tion in New Orleans several years ago where HUD Economic De- 
velopment Funds were used. So I patterned this after the New Or- 
leans project in which funds from the HUD bill were granted. 

So, as I am sure you are aware, some years back, the EDI pro- 
gram had a couple of benchmarks which potential initiatives were 
expected to meet. One was whether or not the project would con- 
tribute to improving employment numbers in the target area and 
thus contribute to local economic development. The second bench- 
mark was whether or not the project would contribute to the local 
tax base, either through the added workers paying taxes and/or the 
assisted project paying or otherwise contributing to the local tax 
base through sales of merchandise, for example. In the case of this 
project, it will certainly add to the employment base, and it will ex- 
pand the local tax base as well. 

In the guidance provided to us by the subcommittee, it stipulates 
that EDI funds should, among other criteria, go for construction, 
rehabilitation, and hard cost activities associated with public 
projects. Funds for this project would most certainly be used for 
hard cost activities in the rehabilitation process for the stadium. 

The historic architecture of Memorial Field Stadium consists of 
a brick and limestone grandstand building with a series of 12 Ro- 
manesque arches flanking either side of the main entrance. These 
arches are now crumbling with flaking paint, and the main en- 
trance boarded up. It is a sad state of affairs that has let this 
grand stadium, once the pride of the City of Mount Vernon, into 
the wreck it is today. 

So I please urge the subcommittee to fully fund my request as 
best you can, to provide a symbol of wellness and definitive eco- 
nomic resurgence to the community. And again, the mayor was on 
bended knee talking to me about his major priority. 

The second project and my second choice I would like to request 
is $200,000 to renovate the Nepperhan Community Center located 
in Yonkers, New York. Funding would allow for renovations of the 
main level of the center, which has served the community for more 
than 68 years. The programs offered at the Nepperhan Community 
Center include assistance to children and families, youth sports, tu- 
toring and veteran services, among many others designed to pro- 
vide life skills to people of all ages. The community of Yonkers de- 
serves to have a safe and modern center for improvement of their 
residents. 

My third request in order would be $350,000 to Joseph’s Home, 
Homes For Heros, to rehabilitate an existing garage located on the 
property of a former vacant Army Reserve Center into a commu- 
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nity room for use of all veterans in Rockland County. It is fitting 
that we would now use this land to create homes and a gathering 
place for veterans who have risked their lives to protect us and are 
doing so today in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Our next project, number four, is $959,000 for the Riverspace 
Arts Center in Nyack, New York. Funding will be used to advance 
the promotion of community development and the building of an 
arts and educational center in downtown Nyack by conducting 
studies, architectural and design and acquisition costs to maintain 
site control. Restoring the heart of Nyack’s downtown by building 
an outstanding arts, entertainment and education center will spur 
the creation of new housing and new businesses. 

And lastly, number five for me, is $500,000 for the Haitian 
American Cultural and Social Organization, called HACSO, to de- 
velop a cultural center for recent immigrants and refugees to better 
deliver social and health related services. I have the fourth largest 
Haitian community in the United States in my district, and 
HACSO has been in existence for over 35 years and the first orga- 
nization specializing in serving Haitian immigrants in Rockland 
County. In the last 5 years, even more so since the earthquake in 
January, the agency has seen a tremendous increase in its clientele 
to include individuals, families and businesses utilizing the current 
and existing programs, but bringing in an array of new sets of 
unmet needs that are arising would really be helpful. 

So I would urge the subcommittee again. 

So thank you for listening, for the opportunity to testify before 
you. I appreciate this very, very much, and I look forward to work- 
ing with you and answering any questions you may have on my re- 
quested projects. 

[The information follows:] 
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Statement 

By 

Congressman Eliot Engel 
of 

New York 

House Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Transportation, anil Housing and Urban Development, and Related 

Agencies 

“Member’s Day” Hearing 
April 15, 2010 

Chairman Giver and Ranking Member Latham, 

Thank you for holding today’s hearing and for the opportunity to discuss 
some of my priorities for New York’s 17”’ District in the Fiscal Year 
201 1 Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Appropriations 
Bill, 

The first project 1 would like to discuss, which is also my number one 
priority across all subcommittees, is the revitalization of Memorial F'ield 
Stadium in Mount Vernon, NY. fhe $3,000,000 in requested funds 
would allow the City of Mount Vernon to renovate a local landmark, 
including building a multi-sport synthetic turf field surface, an eight lane 
track, steeplechase, grandstand seating for 3,900 people, a side grass 
field area, and a multi-purpose community room. A renovated 
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Memorial Field would greatly contribute to the health and wellness of 
the community, as well as providing for economic revitalization. 

Built in 1930, Memorial Field is a historic stadium for the City of Mount 
Vernon, a place which older generations hold in fond memory. It would 
be a good use of funds to revitalize the stadium, so that future 
generations can enjoy local athletic events, fairs, festivals, concerts, and 
other community events. It is hoped that the renovations to the stadium 
will also once again attract a minor league baseball or football team, 
providing a much needed economic boost to the area. 

The Memorial Field Stadium renovation project is located in an area that 
has experienced consistent economic distress. Accordingly, any avenue 
toward providing economic development should be pursued. When I 
thought about ways to obtain federal assistance for this project, through 
the appropriations process this year, I looked at initiatives from the past, 
including a similar local stadium renovation in New Orleans several 
years ago where HUD economic development funds were used. 

As you are aware, some years back, the EDI program had a couple of 
benchmarks which potential initiatives were expected to meet; one was 
whether or not the project would contribute to improving employment 
numbers in the target area and, thus, contribute to local economic 
development; the second benchmark was whether or not the project 
would contribute to the local tax base - either through the added workers 
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paying taxes and/or the assisted project paying or otherwise contributing 
to the local tax base through sales of merchandise, for example. In the 
case of this project, it will add to the employment base and it will 
expand the local tax base. 

In the guidance provided by the subcommittee, it stipulates that EDI 
funds should, among other criteria, go for construction, rehabilitation 
and “hard-cost” activities associated with public projects. Funds for this 
project would most certainly be used for hard-cost activities in the 
rehabilitation process for the stadium. 

The historic architecture of Memorial Field Stadium consists of a brick 
and limestone grandstand building with a series of twelve Romanesque 
arches flanking either side of the main entrance. These arches are now 
crumbling, with flaking paint, and the main entrance boarded up. It is a 
sad state of affairs that has let this grand stadium, once a pride of the 
City of Mount Vernon, into that wreck that it is today. I urge the 
Subcommittee to fully fund my request to provide a symbol of wellness 
and definitive economic resurgence to the community. 

The second project I would like to request is $200,000 to renovate the 
Nepperhan Community Center, located in Yonkers, NY. The funding 
would allow for renovations of the main level of the center, which has 
served the community for over 68 years. The programs offered at the 
Nepperhan Community Center include assistance to children and 
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families, youth sports, tutoring, and veterans’ services, among many 
others designed to provide life skills to people of all ages. The 
community of Yonkers deserves to have a safe and modern center for 
improvement of their residents. 

I would also like to request the Subcommittee folly fond my request to 
provide $350,000 to Joseph’s Home (Homes for Heroes) to rehabilitate 
an existing garage located on the property of a former vacant Army 
Reserve Center into a community room for use of all veterans in 
Rockland County. It is fitting that we would now use this land to create 
homes and a gathering place for veterans who have risked their lives to 
protect us, and are doing so today in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

The next project I would like to request is $959,000 for the Riverspace 
Arts Center in Nyack, NY. The fonding will be used to advance the 
promotion of community development and the building of an Arts and 
Educational center in downtown Nyack, by conducting studies, 
architectural and design, and acquisition costs to maintain site control. 
Restoring the heart of Nyack’s downtown by building an outstanding 
arts, entertainment, and education center will spur the creation of new 
housing and new businesses. 

The final project I would like to discuss with the subcommittee today is 
$500,000 for the Haitian American Cultural and Social Organization 
(HACSO) to develop a cultural center for recent immigrants and 
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refugees to better deliver social and health related services. HACSO has 
been in existence for the over 35 years and the first organization 
specializing in serving Haitian immigrants in Rockland County. In the 
last 5 years, even more so since the earthquake in January, the agency 
has seen a tremendous increase in its clientele to include individuals, 
families, and businesses utilizing the current and existing programs, but 
also bringing an array of new sets of unmet needs that are arising. I 
would urge the subcommittee to fully fund this request. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee 
on Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development today. I look 
forward to working with you and answering any questions you may have 
on my requested projects. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

Let me just ask you, you have quite a bit of the Bronx in your 
district. 

Mr. Engel. I do. 

Mr. Olver. How much is in the Bronx? 

Mr. Engel. Forty-four percent. 

Mr. Olver. Of the population? 

Mr. Engel. Of the population. I know that, because I am from 
the Bronx. 

Mr. Olver. Are you? Okay. 

I note that you have asked for projects in Yonkers and two in 
Rockland County and one in Mount Vernon. And the fourth one is, 
well, I am not sure. 

Mr. Engel. There were two. Mount Vernon and Yonkers are in 
Westchester County. And then three of them are in Rockland 
County, but I guarantee that in the other bills that I have sub- 
mitted to the other subcommittee, there is plenty in there for the 
Bronx. My hometown, born and bred. I was born in Bronx Hospital. 
You can’t get more Bronx than me. 

Mr. Olver. What community is the 350,000 which is entitled Jo- 
seph? What does that mean? What is Joseph? What community is 
that for? 

Mr. Engel. That is in Rockland. That is in Orangetown in Rock- 
land County. 

Mr. Olver. Orange — oh, whatever. 

Mr. Engel. When you go over the Tappan Zee Bridge 

Mr. Olver. I have a little map of your district in front of me, and 
I was just trying to identify where it might be in Rockland County 
from the map. 

Mr. Engel. If you look, the map shows you, when you go across 
the Hudson River from the Westchester part to the Rockland part, 
the 250,000 is right about there, a little bit to the south of there. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much for bringing these to our atten- 
tion. 

Representative Garamendi. 

Mr. Engel. I was going to say we are not all California, had to 
have an East Coaster to kind of balance it out. 

Mr. Garamendi’s Opening Remarks 

Mr. Garamendi. Mr. Chairman and ranking members, and com- 
mittee members and staff, it is a great pleasure to be here. I was 
listening with great intensity to my fellow Californians. 

Six months ago, I would have been advocating for every one of 
their projects. As a statewide official, it would have been my re- 
sponsibility. Now I am more locally focused. 

I handed you a map. As I go through this, I will point out the 
specific projects. These are projects that were priorities in Ellen 
Tauscher’s period of serving the 10th Congressional District, and I 
am picking them up and carrying them forward, hopefully to some 
successful conclusion. 

I will read a little bit and then get off the written record. This 
particular district has about 80 percent of all the traffic in and out 
of the Bay Area, both commute traffic and commerce. The 2007 
study by the Texas Transportation Institute said the Bay Area had 
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the second worst traffic conditions in the Nation. Most of those con- 
ditions exist in the 10th District. 

There are, about 61 percent of all the Bay Area highways are in 
poor condition. And of course, it is very expensive, costing com- 
muters in the Bay Area about a couple thousand dollars a year. 

I wanted to go through each of these projects with you because 
I think they are really important. The first is Travis Air Force 
Base, which is identified as number one. There is one main en- 
trance to this extremely important Air Force Base. It is one of the 
largest bases on the West Coast, and it does provide logistical sup- 
port around the world, both for military as well as humanitarian 
purposes. One viable access, the main gate, daily traffic jams pre- 
vent quick access, and any accident or any incident would prevent 
critical personnel from getting on the base. 

The North Gate Project is one that is a highest priority to the 
base and to the surrounding community. This project is coordinated 
with the base, as well as with other traffic improvements in the 
area. It is a $5 million project and provides for the street access 
to the main gate. There will be a request for, in the military appro- 
priations, for the on-base portion of this project. Right now, one 
way to get into the base; not a good situation. This provides a sec- 
ond way. 

The second project is Highway 4 which is noted as number two 
on your map. This is in Contra Costa County in the city of Antioch. 
It is a heavily used commercial and commute highway from the 
California Delta and the east Contra Costa County into the Central 
Bay Area. The project is coordinated with the Bay Area Rapid 
Transit Districts’ extension called eBART into the eastern Antioch 
City area. It expands from four lanes to six lanes and provides for 
the median for the Bay Area Rapid Transit Districts. This is a 
major project. It is $40 million. It is a continuation of previous 
projects in the area continuing to extend Highway 4 eastward and 
BART eastward so the two are coordinated. 

The third project is the 1-580 corridor improvements. Again this 
is a continuation. This is noted as number three on your map 
there. The 1-580 is the interstate link between the Central Valley 
of California and the Bay Area. It is an extremely important road, 
and it is a mess. Daily traffic jams are counted in hours, nearly 
every hour of the day, thus delaying both commerce and com- 
muters and running up the cost. This project widens the roads, 
puts in an HOV lane and also what is called a HOT lane, which 
is pay for the opportunity to access the HOV, a new way of raising 
money and paying for these lanes. This is a $10 million request. 

The fourth project is in Dixon, noted number four on your map 
in the upper right-hand side of the map. Dixon is a growing com- 
munity. It has the major intercontinental rail line goes through the 
community. That is both for freight and the Capitol Corridor Com- 
muter Rail. Trains pass through the community dozens of times 
each day. This is an over-crossing in the center of the community, 
vital for safety and local street and transportation improvements. 
Pedestrians, autos, commercial vehicles now await at the busy dou- 
ble tracks when trains are coming through, and on occasion, they 
don’t wait, causing a serious problem. This is a $2 million project. 
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All of these projects come from the local community. All are vet- 
ted by the local community. All are the priorities, transportation 
priorities, for the local communities whether it is Solano County for 
Dixon and for the Travis Air Force Base; for Contra Costa County, 
Highway 4 improvement; and for Alameda County, the 1-580 im- 
provement. So the vetting process that I used was first, as is con- 
sistent and actually I preceded the Democratic policy of no private 
earmarks. Secondly, I said the communities have to come up with 
their priorities. And in the case of transportation, they have to be 
the transportation agency’s priority, and that is what all of these 
are. 

I know this is a lot of money, but I also know that the commu- 
nities are in need; the Bay Area and the northern California and 
American economy in some ways require these necessary transpor- 
tation improvements. 

With that, I thank you for your attention to it and would cer- 
tainly appreciate all that the committee can do to assist. 

[The information follows:] 
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Congressman John Garamendi 

Testimony before the House Appropriations Committee Subcommittee 
on Transportation, Housing Urban Development 
April 15, 2010 


Mr. Chairman, Committee Members and staff. Thank you for this opportunity to 
discuss with you five transportation projects that are of critical importance to the 
Northern California economy, the San Francisco Bay area economy, tens of 
thousands of daily commuters, and national security. This may sound like 
hyperbole but I believe it to be true and here is why. My district is the area through 
which around 80% of the commerce and traffic in and out of the SF Bay area 
moves and these projects improve traffic movement. 

According to a 2007 study by the Texas Transportation Institute, the Bay Area has 
the second worst traffic conditions in the nation. And according to TRIP (The 
Road Information Project), a nonprofit organization promoting policies which are 
designed to improve traffic conditions, the Bay Area has the second worst 
highways in the nation. 

Indeed, TRIP rates 61 percent of all Bay Area highways to be in poor condition. 
This costs Bay Area residents an extra $2,032 a year in higher vehicle operating 
costs, crash expenses, and delays caused by congestion. 

You also don’t need me to tell you that California is in a tough financial bind. My 
state and region still suffer from double digit unemployment, and our state budgets 
are projected to remain tens of billions of dollars in the red for the foreseeable 
future. California faces an annual surface transportation funding gap of $10.9 
billion, and we continue to experience billions in transportation resources shortfalls 


every year. 
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I’ve submitted four earmark requests to the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development, and I’d like to take this 
opportunity to highlight why each of these projects is worthy of your support. 


Travis Air Force Base North Gate is an essential improvement providing access 
into one of the largest and only West Coast logistical air base. Presently there is 
only one viable access, the main gate. Daily traffic jams prevent quick access and 
any accident or incident prevents critical air force personnel to get on base to 
perform their tasks. The North Gate project will provide a second access, thereby 
providing security and rapid access for personnel. This project is coordinated with 
local funding to improve surface streets leading to the gate. I request $5,000, 000 
for this project. 


Highway 4 in Contra Costa county is a heavily used commercial and commute 
highway from the California Delta and east Contra Costa County into the central 
Bay Area. This project is coordinated with a Bay Area Rapid transit extension and 
will extent the present four lanes express lane into a six lane freeway, thereby 
reducing a very significant daily traffic jam. I request $40,000,000 for this project. 


I 580 Corridor Improvements this is a continuation of a long effort to reduce one 
of California’s premier traffic jams. The I 580 interstate is the link between the 
Central Valley and the Bay Area. It is a mess. Daily traffic jams are counted in 
hours nearly every hour of the day, thus delaying commerce and commuters. This 
project extends the HOV lanes and access lanes. I request $10,000,000 for this 
project. 
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Dixon Train Station/Parkway Blvd. Overcrossing Dixon is a growing city located 
west of Sacramento and east of Fairfield. The major intercontinental rail line used 
for both freight and the Capitol Corridor commuter rail systems pass through the 
community dozens of time each day. This overcrossing in the center of the 
community is a vital safety and local street improvement. Pedestrians, autos and 
commercial vehicles will no long have to cross the busy double tracks. I request 
$2,000, 000 for this project. 

Once again thank you for your attention and ask for your thoughtful and positive 
consideration for these requests for appropriations that are so important to my 
district, California and national security. I am also providing in writing a detailed 
analysis of each proposal. 
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Mr. Olver. Thank you very much. 

The 80, that is Interstate 80 I take it. 

Mr. Garamendi. That is correct. 

Mr. Olver. Coming through. I am not sure I, try to clarify for 
me why it is the trains are going down the same corridor, the traf- 
fic jam that you get into. I must have missed something there. 

Mr. Garamendi. Well, what you missed is the rail line on the 
map. The rail line is slightly to the south of Interstate 80. 

Mr. Olver. Right along side? 

Mr. Garamendi. Just to the east of Dixon. Well, it is actually in 
the Town of Davis, excuse me. To the east of Dixon, the rail line 
crosses from the northern north side of Interstate 80 to the south 
side and then runs 

Mr. Olver. That is the old Union Pacific line? 

Mr. Garamendi. That is the one. And then, in Dixon, it goes 
through the middle of Dixon, and it then goes through Fairfield. 
There will be requests for improving the train stations in the Fair- 
field area. Those are for another year, but this is a very heavily 
used freight rail line, as well as a commuter rail line. The Capitol 
Corridor begins in Roseville, to the east of Sacramento, and then 
travels all the way down to San Jose, a major commuter line, as 
well as an interstate, excuse me, intercontinental rail line. The 
Fairfield area has great transportation needs. They chose as their 
priority access, the second access to the Travis Air Force Base, 
which is the heart of the economy in Solano County. 

Mr. Olver. Well, you really attract our attention, because what 
you have done is to give us as your one, two and three priorities, 
also your one, two and three priorities on your overall list for all 
subcommittees are the same as your one, two and three on this list. 
I wish I could assure you that you would get money on all of these 
for that reason 

Mr. Garamendi. Well, your awareness 

Mr. Olver. Or the money is going out in high-speed rail grants 
and TIGER grants and those discretionary things, which go com- 
petitively, in large numbers of dollars, quite often. 

Mr. Garamendi. Billions to be precise. 

Mr. Olver. Yes, 2 and a half in the case of California, but you 
are paying for it. 

Mr. Garamendi. Well, California stepped up and put together a 
$10 billion bond to pay for what was thought to be about a third 
of the cost of the high-speed rail system and is moving aggressively 
to build that system. 

I will add that, in 1988, when I was in the California Senate, As- 
semblyman Costa then, now Congressman Costa, and I authored 
legislation that established the first effort to build the high-speed 
rail system, legislative effort to build the high-speed rail system. 
Patience is an important part of any transportation system as I 
think all this committee knows. 

Mr. Olver. Indeed. And until you arrived in the Congress, Con- 
gressman Costa assured me repeatedly that he was the most 
knowledgeable person about high-speed rail in the country, and I 
think that may well be the case. 

Mr. Garamendi. I would not want to contest that. 

Mr. Olver. May well have been the case. 
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Mr. Garamendi. Well, I won’t parse out the verbs and the tense 
of the verbs with you, but I will say that it has been a pleasure 
working with him on that project and contesting with him on cer- 
tain water projects. 

Mr. Olver. Any other questions? 

Mr. Latham. I just affirm that you are the most knowledgeable. 

Mr. Garamendi. How foolish of me not to have said that. There 
are things I need to learn. Thank you for the advice. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. Garamendi. Thank you. 

Mr. Olver. Have a good day. That concludes our hearing. Thank 
you very much. 
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Statement 

OF THE 

American Indian Higher Education Consortium 
Submitted to the U.S. House of Representatives 

COMMIHEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and urban Development, and Reuted Agencies 

April 16, 2010 

This statement focuses on the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration-Office of Civil Rights (FHWA-OCR). 

On behalf of this nation's 36 Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), which compose the American Indian 
Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC), thank you for the opportunity to express our views and 
recommendations regarding the Department of Housing and Urban Development's University Partnership 
Program for Tribal Colleges and Universities for Fiscal Year 201 1 (FY 2011). 

SUMMARY OF REQUESTS 


Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD): Since Fiscal Year 2001 , a TCU initiative has 
been funded and administered under the HUD-University Partnership Program. This competitive grants 
program enables Tribal Colleges and Universities to build, expand, renovate, and equip their facilities that 
are available to, and used by, their respective reservation communities. liVe strongly urge the 
Subcommittee to reject the recommendation included in the President’s FY 2011 Budget Request to 
eliminate four separate HUD university and community assistance programs, each addressing very 
different community needs, and establish a homogenized University Community Fund. If all funds 
are competed from a single source, there is no assurance that TCUs will be served equitably, and 
the likelihood is that they will not be. We further request that the Subcommittee support funding for 
the TCU Program, at a minimum of $5,435 million; the same level of funding appropriated for this 
separate program in FY 2010. Additionally, we request that language be included to permit that a 
small portion of the funds appropriated may be used to provide much needed technical assistance 
to institutions eligible to participate in this competitive grants program. 

Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration-Office of Civil Rights (FHWA-OCR): 
Fort Peck Community College and Salish Kootenai College, both located in Montana, and members of the 
American Indian Higher Education Consortium, conduct Highway Construction Training Programs funded 
by On the Job Training/Support Services provided by FHWA-OCR. We urge the Subcommittee to direct 
the FHWA-OCR to continue its current rate of investment in the vital programs offered by these 
TCUs that is designed to increase the number of American Indians, including women, that are part 
of the highway construction workforce in Indian Country. 


1 2 1 Oronoco Street ~ Alexandria, V A 223 14 - 703-838-0400 Fac.simile: 703-838-0388 
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AIHEC/T ribal College and Universities -FY 2011 Trensportstion- HUD Appropriations Staterrtent 


BACKGROUND 


Tribal Colleges and Universities are accredited by independent, regional accreditation agencies and like all 
institutions of higher education, must undergo stringent performance reviews on a periodic basis to retain 
their accreditation status. In addition to college level programming, TCUs provide essential high school 
completion (GED), basic remediation, job training, college preparatory courses, and adult education 
programs. TCUs fulfill additional roles within their respective reservation communities functioning as 
community centers, libraries, tribal archives, career and business centers, economic development centers, 
public meeting places, and child and elder care centers. Each TCU is committed to improving the lives of 
its students through higher education and to moving American Indians toward self-sufficiency. 

Tribal Colleges and Universities provide access to higher education for American Indians and others living 
in some of the nation's most rural and economically depressed areas. According to 2000 Decennial 
Census data, the annual per capita income of the U.S. population was $21 ,587. In contrast, the annual per 
capita income of Native Americans was $ 1 2,893 or about 40 percent less, in addition to serving their 
student populations, TCUs offer a variety of much needed community outreach programs. 

These institutions, chartered by their respective tribal governments, were established in response to the 
recognition by tribal leaders that local, culturally based institutions are best suited to help American Indians 
succeed in higher education. TCUs effectively blend traditional teachings with conventional postsecondary 
curricula. They have developed innovative ways to address the needs of tribal populations and are 
overcoming long-standing barriers to success in higher education tor American Indians. Since the first TCU 
was established on the Navajo Nation in 1968, these vital institutions have come to represent the most 
significant development in the history of American Indian higher education, providing access to, and 
promoting achievement among, students who may otherwise never have known postsecondary education 
success. 

Despite their remarkable accomplishments, TCUs remain the most poorly funded institutions of higher 
education in the country. Chronic lack of adequate funds remains the most significant barrier to their 
expanded success. Funding for the day-to-day operating budgets of 26 reservation-based TCUs is 
provided under Title I of the Tribally Controlled College or University Assistance Act (P.L. 95-471). 

Currently, the institutional operating budgets of these colleges are funded at $5,764 per Indian student ~ 
only enrolled members of a federally recognized tribe or the biological child of a tribal member may be 
counted as Indian students for the purpose of determining an institution's operations funding level. 

Because TCUs are located on federal trust land, states have no obligation to fund them ~ not even for the 
non-Indian state-resident students who account for approximately 20 percent of TCU enrollments. Yet, if 
these same students attended any other public institution in the state, the state would provide basic 
operating funds to the institution. While mainstream public institutions have had a foundation of stable 
state tax-based support, TCUs must rely on annual federal appropriations for their day-to-day institutional 
operating budgets, in the almost 30 years since the Tribal College Act was initially funded, these 
reservation-based colleges have never received the authorized funding level for their institutional 
operations. In fact, they have lost ground. If you factor in inflation, the buying power of the current 
appropriation is $965 LESS per Indian student than it was when it was initially funded almost 30 years ago, 
when the appropriation was $2,831 per Indian student. This is not simply a matter of appropriations falling 
short of an authorization. It effectively impedes the TCUs from having the resources necessary to provide 
educational services afforded students at state-funded institutions of higher education. 


2 
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Inadequate funding has left many TCUs with no choice but to continue to operate under severely distressed 
conditions. The need remains urgent for construction, renovation, improvement, and maintenance of key 
TCU facilities, such as basic and advanced science laboratories, computer labs, and increasingly important 
student housing, day care centers, and community service facilities. Although the situation has improved 
dramatically at many TCUs in the past several years, some TCUs still operate -- at least partially - in 
donated and temporary buildings. Few have dormitories, even fewer have student health centers and only 
one TCU has a science research laboratory. 

As a result of more than 200 years of federal Indian policy - including policies of termination, assimilation 
and relocation - many reservation residents live in conditions of poverty comparable to that found in Third 
World nations. Through the efforts of TCUs, American Indian communities are availing themselves of 
resources needed to foster responsible, productive, and self-reliant citizens. 


JUSTIFICATIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT: 

The HUD-TCU program, funded and administered under the Department's University Partnership Program, 
is a competitive grants program that enables TCUs to expand their roles and efficacy in addressing 
development and revitalization needs in their respective communities. No academic or student support 
projects are funded through this program; rather, funding is available only for community based outreach 
and service programs at TCUs. Through this program, some Tribal Colleges have been able to build or 
enhance child care centers and social service offices; help revitalize tribal housing; establish and expand 
small business development; and enhance vitally-needed library services. Unfortunately, not all of the 
TCUs have yet to benefit from this program. The program staff at the Department has no budget to provide 
technical assistance with regard to this program. If a small portion of the appropriated funds were to be 
available tor program staff to conduct workshops and site visits, more of the TCUs and their respective 
communities could benefit from this vital opportunity. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to support a 
TCU specific program funded at a minimum of $5,435 million, and to inciude language that will 
allow a portion of these funds to be used to provide technical assistance to TCUs, to help ensure 
that much needed community services and programs are expanded and continued in the 
communities served by the nation’s Tribal Colleges and Universities. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, FWHA-OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS: Since 1 999, two of the 
Montana-based tribal colleges: Fort Peck Community College and Salish Kootenai College have conducted 
highway construction training programs with funds from FHWA-OCR's On the Job Training/Support 
Services. In 2006, FHWA-OCR recognized the strength of its investment and success of these programs 
by presenting Salish Kootenai College with the "Minority Institutions Higher Education Achievement Award". 
iVe urge the Subcommittee to include report language directing the FHWA-OCR to continue its 
current rate of investment in the vital programs offered by these TCUs designed to increase the 
number of American Indians, including women, that are part of the highway construction workforce 
in Indian Country. 
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PRESIDENT’S FY 2011 BUDGET 


The President’s FY 201 1 Budget Request proposes eliminating four existing separate university and 
community assistance programs that serve unique constituencies and melding the funds into a single $25 
million University Community Fund, as part of the larger Community Development Block Grant {CDBGj. 
We request that the Subcommittee continue to recognize and appropriate separate funding for the Tribal 
Colleges and Universities Program, and the other affected programs, namely: Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities; Hispanic Serving Institutions Assisting Communities; and Alaska Native and Native 
Hawaiian Serving Institutions Assisting Communities, to be allocated competitively within the separate 
programs. 


CONCLUSION 


We respectfully request that in FY 201 1 , Congress maintain the current level of funding for a separate 
Tribal Colleges and Universities HUD program and provide for technical assistance, to help these vital 
institutions improve and expand their facilities to better serve their students and communities. Additionally, 
we ask Congress to direct the Department of Transportation maintain the current level of funding for our 
two TCUs that conduct highway construction training programs to increase quality jobs for American 
Indians living in Indian Country. Thank you for your continued support of Tribal Colleges and Universities 
and for your consideration of our Fiscal Year 201 1 HUD appropriations requests. 
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APTA is a nonprofit international association of nearly 1,500 public and private member 
organizations, including transit systems and high-speed, intercity and commuter rail operators; 
planning, design, construction, and finance firms; product and service providers; academic 
institutions; transit associations and state departments of transportation. APTA members serve 
the public interest by providing safe, efficient, and economical transit services and products. 
More than 90 percent of the people using public transportation in the United States and Canada 
are served by APTA member systems. 
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Introduction 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of the American Public Transportation 
Association (APIA), we thank you for this opportunity to submit written testimony on the Fiscal 
Year (FY) 201 1 Transportation and Housing and Urban Development Appropriations bill for 
federal investment in public transportation and high-speed and intercity rail. 

About APTA 

APTA is a nonprofit international association of nearly 1,500 public and private member 
organizations, including transit systems and high-speed, intercity and commuter rail operators; 
planning, design, construction, and finance firms; product and service providers; academic 
institutions; transit associations and state departments of transportation. APTA members serve 
the public interest by providing safe, efficient, and economical transit services and products. 
More than 90 percent of the people using public transportation in the United States and Canada 
are served by APTA member systems. 

Overview of FY 2011 Funding Requests 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the FY 2011 funding for the federal transit program 
and intercity and high-speed rail. As your subcommittee works to adopt the FY 201 1 
Transportation and Housing and Urban Development Appropriations bill, we urge you to provide 
no less than $14.89 billion for federal public transportation programs. This level is consistent 
with API A’S recommendations for FY 2011 under the next surface transportation authorization 
bill. 

APTA also urges the Committee to fund the Rail Safety Technology Grants program (Section 
105) of the Rail Safety Improvement Act (RSIA) at a level significantly higher than the $50 
million annual authorization, to assist with the implementation of positive train control systems. 

Finally, we encourage Congress to provide at least $2.5 billion - the level provided by Congress 
funding in Fiscal Year 2010 - for high-speed and intercity rail programs. This level will ensure 
that the momentum underway is maintained and progress continues on critical corridor planning 
and development. 

APTA is proud to report that all of the funds provided in the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) have been committed to ready-to-go projects. Thanks to this 
investment in public transportation, 252,000 American jobs have been supported and created. 
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We appreciate the support transit has received in Congress and throughout the country in the past 
year. Investment in public transportation and high-speed and intercity rail has been widely 
regarded as an effective way to create jobs, spur economic growth, and address capital 
investment needs. However, as these projects near completion, it is critical that investments keep 
pace with needs, so that these jobs can be maintained. APTA has identified more than $15 
billion in additional public transportation projects that could provide support for hundreds of 
thousands of much needed American jobs and crucial funding for financially strapped public 
transportation systems that have been affected by the recession. 

The results of ARRA make it clear that public transportation infrastructure investment supports 
and creates good quality 'green' jobs. APTA urges Congress to pass new jobs legislation that 
includes public transportation investment, and we appreciate the action taken by the House in 
December to pass a jobs bill with infrastructure investment. Without a new jobs bill which 
includes infrastructure investment, and a long-term transportation authorization, the contractors 
and suppliers that provide goods and services to public transportation systems will be forced to 
begin laying workers off as ARRA projects are completed. 

APTA also urges Congress to include temporary emergency operating assistance from general 
funds in a future supplemental appropriations bill or jobs legislation to mitigate the dire 
consequences many communities now face as state and local funding shortfalls necessitate 
drastic cuts in service, fare increases and layoffs at transit agencies. A recent APTA survey 
found that public transportation systems are facing unprecedented funding challenges due to 
widespread reductions in state and local revenues. This report shows that since January 1, 2009, 
84 percent of public transit sy.stems have raised fares, cut service or are considering either of 
those actions. 

{h/tp://www. apta. com/mediacenter/pressreleases/201 0/Pages/ 1 003 3 1 Junding_crisis. aspx.) 

ARRA funding assisted agencies in retaining jobs through a provision added in the Supplemental 
Appropriations which allowed up to 10 percent of funding for operating expenses. APTA’s 
survey found that about one-third of public transit systems used some of their ARRA funds to 
pay for operating costs. 

APTA urges Congress to include temporary emergency operating assistance in the first available 
legislative vehicle. Without help from the federal government, transit riders will be left behind 
at the curb or station.” 


Federal Transit Administration Programs 

APTA urges Congress to provide $14.89 billion to fund public transportation programs, in 
contrast to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) proposal of $10.8 billion. While Congress 
continues to work on a new surface transportation authorization bill, it is important that annual 
appropriations for the Federal Transit Administration keep pace with public transportation needs. 
We should not put on hold our transportation and infrastructure investments while we await 
action on authorization legislation. 

Our funding request is based on APTA’s recommendations for surface transportation 
authorization and the estimated funding growth required to meet at least 50% of the $59.2 billion 
in annual capital needs by the end of the authorization period. It is intended to support a 
projected doubling of transit ridership over the next 20 years. The American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) agrees with APTA’s eiitimate, stating in its 
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“Bottom Line Report for Transportation - 2009” that “if transit ridership grows yearly by 3.5 
percent, investment would have to increase to $59 billion annually.” 

APTA’s recommendations were developed over the course of more than a year, and represent a 
consensus among large and small transit agencies, and the business community over the 
equitable distribution of funds within the transit program. While we seek increases in funding 
consistent with the projected needs of the industry, it is the industry’s view that changes in 
programmatic and formula elements of the transit program are best left to the authorization 
legislation. . 

Our views on specific proposals in the Administration’s Budget request are as follows: 

New Starts Funding - APTA urges the Committee to provide $2.56 billion for New Starts, 
consistent with our recommendations for FY 201 1. The Administration request is $176 million 
below last year's level, and while the FTA argues this funding is sufficient to fund current and 
projected new starts projects, the reduction in the funding request for New Starts projects is a 
perfect indication of the need for the Congress to dedicate additional resources to transportation 
in this FY 2011 Appropriations bill. It is important for states and local governments, and the 
private sector, to be able to look to the Federal Transit Program and see a strong commitment to 
New Starts and Small Starts. A strong commitment in the Federal program will provide 
communities and project sponsors with certainty and confidence in moving forward on important 
mobility enhancing projects. Short term funding constraints should not discourage progress 
towards the development of needed new infrastructure. 

Bus and Rail State of Good Repair Program - APTA recognizes and shares the important goals 
the Administration has set forth for state of good repair, but we believe that the state of good 
repair focus should be applied to both bus and rail assets. APTA’s recommendations for 
Formula Programs in FY 201 1 is $12.1 billion, with a level of $2.56 billion sought for Fixed 
Guideway Modernization, $1.28 for Bus Formula and Bus Facilities, and $6.56 billion requested 
for Sec. 5307 Urbanized Area formula grants. We have concerns over how the Administration 
proposal for a Bus and Rail State of Good Repair program will affect the roughly two to one 
funding ratio between rail modernization and bus and bus facilities in current authorizing law - 
an important and long-held principle within the public transportation industry. APTA also has 
questions regarding how the Administration proposal would specifically affect the distribution 
formula under the rail modernization program as details are unavailable. We further caution 
against a rush to require the implementation of asset management processes and systems, as 
much work needs to be done to refine this concept. 

The issues facing transit agencies and the state of good repair of their assets and systems are 
largely dependent on the overall ability of our federal capital investment programs to keep up 
with the increased demand being placed on the systems and their assets. Shifting resources 
within accounts will not solve the underlying problem, which is underinvestment. 

Rail Safety Program - To advance its priorities for Rail Transit Safety and the legislative 
proposal submitted to Congress in December 2009, the Administration has requested funding 
under the Administrative Expenses Account to support its Office of Safety and to administer the 
newly proposed Rail Transit Safety Oversight Program. An additional $24 million in General 
Funds are requested in the budget for personnel and grants for this new oversight program. 
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APIA looks forward to working with Congress and the FTA in continuing to improve safety in 
an already safe industry. As legislation is developed, APTA encourages the following principles 
to be included: 

• I'he FTA should use the already developed industry consensus-based standards as the 
foundation for any federal regulation for rail transit safety and continue the use of this 
process to develop new safety standards that might be required. 

• If new regulations add significant new costs, the federal government must pay for 
these additional costs. Public transportation systems do not have extra money in their 
budgets to accommodate unfunded federal mandates. 

• We support specific new federal funding for projects that bring systems up to a state 
of good repair that improve system safety and result in standards program 
compliance. 

• Although the existing State Safety Oversight (SSO) program is uneven in its 
effectiveness, building off this program is the most expeditious and cost effective way 
to strengthen rail transit safety oversight. Strengthening the SSO program requires 
adequate and consistent staffing and training, consistent standards for monitoring and 
auditing, a consistent appeals process, and adequate federal funding. 

• FTA should work with the transit industry to institute a standardized national rail 
transit safety training curriculum that results in certification for safety professionals. 
APTA fully supports providing the FTA with new funding to ensure there are 
adequate personnel, subject matter experts and training for staff at the federal, state 
and agency levels who must implement any new program. 

• Funding will also be required to ensure SSO agencies are adequately staffed and 
properly trained to carry out the critical functions of an oversight agency, and 
sufficient funding for transit agencies to train their personnel will also be required to 
succeed in improving safety. 

There exists a significant shortage of trained safety personnel who understand the public 
transportation industry which will serve as an obstacle to meeting new requirements on staffing 
levels. In order to expand the workforce of properly trained rail transit safety professionals, 
Congress should provide funding to establish a standardized national curriculum that results in a 
recognized national FTA rail transit safety standards certification program. APTA would 
welcome the opportunity to work with the FTA to determine core safety competencies required 
for effective safety management at all levels. 

There is also a critical need for an improved and reliable national transit operations database that 
agencies and other industry practitioners can use to benchmark operating performance, including 
safety trends. Federal priorities must also address the delivery of adequate funding to support 
and sustain this research. 

Research. Technical Assistance and Workforce Development - APTA does not have a position 
on the proposal to reformat and restructure the existing FTA research accounts by separating 
Technical Assistance and Workforce Development from more traditional research-oriented 
programs under a National Research and Technology Program. APTA does support the creation 
of an enhanced workforce development program as part of authorization legislation. Flowever, 
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we are strong supporters of the role that research plays in ail aspects of our Industry, and APTA 
has called for FTA Research to be funded at a level of $100 million in FY 2011, including $14.3 
million for the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) and $69.5 million for Sec. 5314 
National Research account. Research should be supported by sufficient resources, however the 
programs are structured. 

Livable Communities program - The Administration has proposed a new Livable Communities 
program within the Federal Transit Administration, which largely reflects a modest 
reorganization and inflationary adjustment of existing programs in order to focus attention on the 
priority of advancing place-based transportation policy. It would combine and carry forward 
under one heading the existing Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), Alternatives 
Analysis, and Metropolitan and Statewide Planning programs. 

In APTA’s authorization recommendations we have called for the creation of a single program to 
replace the current Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), New Freedom Initiatives (NFI), 
and Elderly and Disabled Programs. Our proposal for a “Coordinated Access and Mobility 
Program” would combine funds available for the three existing programs and distribute them to 
states and urbanized areas via a formula, taking into consideration all factors contained in the 
abovementioned programs - population of elderly people, population of disabled people, and 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANK) eligible population. The Administration has 
separately proposed to combine the New Freedoms and Elderly & Disabled programs in a 
manner similar to APTA’s “Coordinated Access and Mobility Program” proposal. These are 
certainly the kinds of programmatic changes that are best handled within the authorization 
process. 

APTA has long supported livability and we support this administration’s work on building 
interagency partnerships among the Departments of Transportation (DOT) and Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). We believe that 
this partnership would be enhanced with the addition of the Department of Energy. 

Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction Program - The Administration has proposed a new 
program to fund Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction projects, with $53 million coming from 
the Mass Transit Account. While not an exact continuation of the Transit Investments for 
Greenliouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program created under ARRA, its goals are 
consistent and many similar projects would be funded under this proposal. The interest in the 
TIGGER program far exceeded the resources made available under ARRA, and transit agencies 
have implemented many highly innovative projects. APTA supports this concept but, in the 
absence of an authorization bill, it should be funded through general funds as the Congress 
funded the Energy Efficiency and Greenhouse Gas Reduction grant program in FY 2010. 


Federal Railroad Administration Programs 

Positive Train Control - A high priority for APTA within the programs of the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) is the adequate funding of the Railroad Safety Technology Grants 
Program, Section 105 of the Rail Safety Improvement Act (RSIA) of 2008, APTA appreciates 
the $50 million provided by Congress in Fiscal Year 2010 for this important program, however, 
the authorized level is inadequate to meet the needs and even those funds were not appropriated 
in FY 2009. The RSIA requires commuter rail operators implement positive train control (PTC) 
systems by December 31, 2015. APTA urges Congress to increase the authorized levels for 
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implementation of Positive Train Control (PTC) systems required under RSIA. The cost of 
implementing PTC on public commuter railroads alone is estimated to exceed $2 billion. 

Our nation’s commuter rail systems are committed to complying with the PTC mandate and 
implementing critical safety upgrades. However, both the costs associated with implementing 
PTC, as well as the challenges associated with a technology that is still under development, are 
quite substantial. Full funding will help ensure that these important safety improvements can be 
implemented within the required time frame. 

The law requires that commuter and intercity passenger railroads, as well as certain freight 
railroads, submit to the DOT by April 16, 2010, a plan for the implementation of PTC systems, 
which in turn must be in place by the end of 2015. Our commuter rail operators are concerned 
about their ability to meet the 2015 statutory deadlines amid severe state and local funding 
constraints, no new transit and highway authorization bill, substantial technical challenges and 
uncertainties, and potential supplier issues that could lead to added costs. 

When the original legislation was passed in 2008, achieving the goal of PTC implementation 
within federally mandated timeframes posed significant challenges for publicly-funded 
commuter railroads. Nonetheless, as a group, those railroads have worked in good faith to 
comply with the Act’s requirements. Additional funding provided by Congress for the Railroad 
Safety Technology grants is necessary to enable commuter rail operators to meet this mandate. 

High-Speed Rail Investment - We urge Congress to provide a minimum level of funding at the 
Fiscal Year 2010 level of $2.5 billion which will enable the Department of Transportation to 
move forward aggressively on critical corridor plans. APTA’s recommendations for surface 
transportation authorization call for a separate High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail title 
which authorizes no less than $50 billion (from sources other than the Highway Trust Fund) 
during the next six years to facilitate the development of a transformational domestic high-speed 
and intercity rail system. Investing in high-speed rail is essential for our country’s future. Not 
only will high-speed rail provide faster and quicker travel, but these investments will solidify a 
domestic manufacturing base that will support hundreds of thousands of long-term, sustainable 
American jobs. This increased investment is critical to initiate a long-term federal commitment 
to providing a sustainable alternative to flying or driving. An effective high-speed passenger rail 
service throughout our nation would increase the overall benefits of public transportation and 
contribute to national goals of reducing dependence on foreign oil and alleviating congested 
roadways and airways. 

Conclusion 

I thank the .subcommittee for allowing me to share APTA’s views on FY 2011 public 
transportation and high-speed and intercity rail appropriations issues. We look forward to 
working with the subcommittee to make the necessary' investments to grow the public 
transportation program. We urge the subcommittee to invest in making commuter, intercity and 
high-speed rail safer by fully appropriating the funds authorized in the RSIA. Finally, we 
support the efforts of Congress thus far to invest in a sustainable high-speed rail system and 
encourage your subcommittee to continue building upon the foundation established in ARRA. It 
is an exciting time for public transportation and a critical time for our nation to continue to invest 
in transit infrastructure that promotes economic growth, energy independence, and a better way 
of life for all Americans. 
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The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)' is pleased to present to the Subcommittee our 
views on the proposed budget for the nation’s surface transportation program. 

ASCE's 2009 Report Card for America's Infrastructure graded the nation's infrastructure a “D” 
based on 15 categories (the same overall grade as ASCE’s 2005 Report Card), and said that 
the nation needs to invest approximately $2.2 trillion over the next five years to maintain the 
national infrastructure in good condition. Even with the current and planned investments from 
federal, state and local governments in the next five years, the "gap" between the overall need 
and actual spending will exceed $1 trillion in 2014. 

The following are the grades and the five-year investment needs in the surface transportation 
area: 

•Bridges received a grade of C; 

•Roads received a grade of D-, and combined with bridges, have an estimated five-year 
investment need of $930 billion; 

•Rail received a grade of C- and has an estimated five-year investment need of $63 
billion; and 

•Transit received a D and has an estimated five-year investment need of $265 billion. 

As Congress is in the process of developing a comprehensive approach for a new multi-year 
surface transportation authorization, its Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Department of Transportation 
proposed budget contains no policy recommendations for programs subject to reauthorizations, 
including Federal-Aid Highways. Instead, the budget displays baseline funding levels for all 
surface programs, similar to those enacted in FY 2010, which will not significantly improve the 
condition of the nation’s infrastructure in the long term. 


' ASCE was founded in 1852 and is the country's oldest national civil engineering organization, it represents more 
than 146,000 civil engineers individually in private practice, government, industry, and academia who are dedicated 
to the advancement of the science and profession of civil engineering. ASCE is a non-profit educational and 
professional society organized under Part 1.501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code. 
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To reflect the growing imbalance between projected Highway Trust Fund (HTF) revenues and 
baseline spending, the budget shows only the HTF funding that can be supported while 
maintaining positive annual cash balances in the HTF. However, the current state of the HTF 
requires infrequent transfers from the General Fund in order to remain solvent, creating an 
uncertain future for many highway and transit projects. The HTF is unable to remain solvent 
through the current income from the motor fuel tax, therefore displaying a flaw with the system 
and increasing the need for additional revenues to come into the fund. 

The plaguing problem with the HTF aside, ASCE is mostly pleased with the FY 201 1 budget 
that was proposed by the Obama Administration. The budget contains some ground-breaking 
new programs like the National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund, which $4 billion has 
been requested for, and continues to fund high-speed rail corridors with another $1 billion. Both 
show a move toward a multi-modal and modern transportation system, however funding is still 
necessary to repair, maintain, and improve our existing highway and transit programs. 

The FY 2010 enacted level for the Federal-Aid Highways program was $42.7 billion, while the 
FY 201 1 budget requests a slightly decreased level of funding at $42. 1 billion. Despite the 
employment-generating potential of infrastructure investment, highway and transit funding have 
fallen under the budget freeze that the Obama Administration imposed on the FY 201 1 budget. 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act has proven that infrastructure investment can 
create jobs when funding is available. According to AASHTO, while infrastructure only received 
a disappointing 4% of the recovery funds it created 25% of the job opportunities. 

The Federal Transit Administration’s proposed request of $10.8 billion is merely $67 million 
more than the FY 2010 enacted level. Additionally, funding for Amtrak would increase by just 
$72 million from $1,565 billion to $1,637 billion. While the proposed $10.8 billion budget would 
include $2.8 billion to focus on a “state of good repair’ transit investment, the Federal Transit 
Administration has estimated that an annual investment of $ 15.8 billion is needed to maintain 
the current conditions and performance of transit systems, and that $21 .6 billion is needed to 
improve conditions and performance, ASCE maintains that if transit funding is increased, transit 
ridership will be able to increase more rapidly and the physical condition of the nation's transit 
systems will improve, while resulting in reduced congestion on the nation's roadways and the 
increased development of local economies. 

ASCE is satisfied to see that the budget request does continue to highlight the need to increase 
safety on the nation’s roads. The $20 million funding increase for the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration and the creation of a new Distracted Driver Prevention Program under the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration illustrate an endorsement for public safety when 
investing in our nation’s surface transportation systems. Additionally this funding will enable the 
Department of Transportation to meet its aggressive goal of reducing highway fatalities by 9.6 
percent in the upcoming year. 

We believe that the Administration’s proposed budget reflects a reasonable level of funding but 
have concerns that continuing to operate with baseline levels will only allow us to maintain the 
inadequate conditions that our current surface transportation systems are under. Without a new 
multi-year surface transportation bill and with the continued systemic problems with the Highway 
Trust Fund our transportation infrastructure concerns cannot be fully addressed. The system 
cannot run properly when it must rely on transfers from the General Fund, in order to remain 
solvent. Congress must take the lead in addressing this problem to ensure continuity in the 
nation’s surface transportation program. In the long term, we are concerned that the 
Administration and the Congress are not addressing the urgent need to upgrade the nation’s 
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aging infrastructure or improve the safety and mitigate the congestion on our nation’s roads, by 
making a strong commitment to the nation’s surface transportation system. 

The longer Congress waits to enact a properly funded and re-designed surface transportation 
bill, the greater the problem will become, inaction will lead to a further deterioration of the 
nation’s surface transportation assets, a continuation of high levels of traffic fatalities and more 
wasted time and fuel due to increased congestion creating a further drag on the economy. 

Currently, most infrastructure investments are made without the benefit of a national vision. To 
ensure that a new surface transportation bill is one which addresses the nation’s Twenty first 
century transportation needs, we propose five key solutions: 

"Increased federal leadership; 

"Promoting sustainability and resilience; 

"The development of federal, regional, and state infrastructure plans; 

"Addressing life cycle costs and ongoing maintenance; and 
"Increased and improved infrastructure investment from all stakeholders. 

Freight Mobility 

As the U.S. economy has expanded to global markets, the movement of goods and services 
has concurrently increased its reach. Freight must now move across vast distances, usually 
through a combination of modes. The Interstate Highway System was built on a truck- 
dependent model, and thus goods do not always move seamlessly from one mode to the next. 
To meet the demands of the global economy, the surface transportation authorization must 
enhance and improve connectivity and level of service to the major intermodal terminals. 
Inherent in the authorization must be a paradigm shift that focuses on the movement of people, 
goods, and services, rather than simply cars and trucks. 

The volume of freight being moved on the nation’s roadways continues to increase and Is 
expected to double by 2035 requiring an estimated $148 billion in improvements to 
accommodate the projected rail freight demand increase. Freight and passenger rail generally 
share the same network, and a significant potential increase in passenger rail demand will add 
to freight railroad capacity challenges. Interstate commerce remains the historic cornerstone in 
defining the federal role in the nation’s transportation system. The authorization of the surface 
transportation program must provide for a strong federal role in freight mobility and intermodal 
connectors. This should include the creation of a program funded with new dedicated revenue 
to provide new capacity and operational improvements focused on securing safe, efficient 
movement of freight. 

Bridges 

Usually built to last 50 years, the average bridge in our country is now 43 years old. According 
to the U.S. Department of Transportation, of the 600,905 bridges across the country as of 
December 2008, 72,868 (12.1%) were categorized as structurally deficient and 89,024 (14.8%) 
were categorized as functionally obsolete. While some progress has been made in recent years 
to reduce the number of structurally deficient and functionally obsolete bridges in rural areas, 
the number in urban areas is rising. 

To address bridge needs, states use federal as well as state and local funds. According to the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), a total of $10.5 
billion was spent on bridge improvements by all levels of government in 2004. Nearly half, $5,1 
billion was funded by the Federal Highway Bridge Program-$3.9 billion from state and local 
budgets and an additional $1.5 billion in other federal highway aid. AASHTO estimated in 2008 
that it would cost roughly $140 billion to repair every deficient bridge in the country-about $48 
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billion to repair structurally deficient bridges and $91 billion to improve functionally obsolete 
bridges. 

Simply maintaining the current overall level of bridge conditions, meaning not allowing the 
backlog of deficient bridges to grow, would require a combined investment from the public and 
private sectors of $650 billion over 50 years, according to AASHTO, for an annual investment 
level of $13 billion. The cost of eliminating all existing bridge deficiencies as they arise over the 
next 50 years is estimated at $850 billion in 2006 dollars equating to an average annual 
investment of $17 billion. 

Roads 

Our nation's economy and our quality of life require a highway and roadway system that 
provides a safe, reliable, efficient, and comfortable driving environment. Although highway 
fatalities and traffic-related injuries declined in 2009, the drop is likely attributable to people 
driving less. Motor vehicle crashes cost the U.S. $230 billion per year — $819 for each resident 
in medical costs, lost productivity, travel delays, workplace costs, insurance and legal costs. 

Next to safety, congestion has become the most critical challenge facing our highway system. 
Congestion continues to worsen to the point at which Americans spend 4.2 billion hours a year 
stuck in traffic at a cost of $78.2 billion a year in wasted time and fuel costs — $710 per motorist. 
The average daily percentage of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) under congested conditions rose 
from 25.9% in 1995 to 31 .6% in 2004, with congestion in large urban areas exceeding 40%. As 
a result of increased congestion, total fuel wasted climbed from 17 billion gallons in 1995 to 2.9 
billion gallons in 2005. 

From 1980-2005, while automobile vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increased 94% and truck VMT 
increased 105%, highway lane-miles grew by only 3.5%. From 1994-2004, ton miles of freight 
moved by truck grew 33%, 

It is clear that significant improvements and system maintenance will require significant 
investments. Current spending of $70.3 billion per year for highway capital improvements is well 
below the roughly $200 billion estimated to be needed annually to improve conditions. The 
National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Commission studied the impact of varying 
investment levels (medium and high) and produced the following ranges of average annual 
capital investment needs (in 2006 dollars): 

*$130 billion-$240 billion for the 15-year period 2005-2020; 

*$133 billion-$250 billion for the 30-year period 2005-2035; 

*$146 billion-$276 billion for the 50-year period 2005-2055. 

The lower end of the ranges reflect the estimated costs of maintaining key conditions and 
performance measures at current levels, while the higher end ranges would allow for an 
aggressive expansion of the highway system, which would provide improved conditions and 
performance in light of increasing travel demand. Even at the lower range of estimates, an 
enormous gap exists between the current level of capital investment and the investment needed 
to improve the nation’s highways and roads. 

Rail 

As regional and intercity transportation corridors in the United States become increasingly 
congested, investments in intercity passenger rail systems, including high speed ground 
transportation (HSGT), are increasingly attractive as part of an overall transportation mobility 
strategy to provide added capacity and high quality service. Investments in this technology are 
cost effective, environmentally responsive and energy efficient and should be considered as 
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companion investments to traditional highway and air modes. Other nations, in Europe and Asia 
in particular, have invested heavily in the development and construction of new HSGT systems 
and intercity passenger rail networks over the past four decades. While the U.S. has spent 
substantial sums in highway and air passenger networks, North America has lagged in the 
development and implementation of efficient, relatively non-polluting, and high-capacity intercity 
passenger rail and HSGT networks. The $13 billion for HSGT investment, ($8 billion in The 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and $1 billion annually for the next five years), will 
provide the foundation for advancements in the HSGT area. 

The Passenger Rail Working Group (PRWG) estimates that an annual investment of $7.4 billion 
through 2016, totaling $66.3 billion, is needed to address the capital cost of a proposed intercity 
rail network. It is further estimated that an additional $158,6 billion is needed between 2016 and 
2030 and, and that an additional $132.2 billion must be invested between 2031 and 2050 to 
achieve the ideal inter-city network proposed by PRWG. 

Therefore, a federal rail trust fund should be developed to fund rail improvements, using the 
80/20 match formula to encourage state participation. Revenues for this trust fund could come 
from sources such as a tonnage fee, mileage fee, ticket tax, and/or general treasury funds. 
ASCE also encourages the use of innovative financing methods like revenue bonds and tax 
exempt financing at the state and local levels, public-private partnerships, and state 
infrastructure banks. 

Transit 

In recent years transit use has increased more rapidly then any other mode of transportation. 
Ridership increased by 25% from 1995 to 2005 — to 10,3 billion trips a year, the highest number 
of trips in 50 years. The increased popularity of the nation's transit sector has led to growth in 
both the number and size of transit systems in the U.S. While both demand and new investment 
bring badly needed transit service to more Americans, existing systems continue to require 
investments to replace aging infrastructure; thus, the revenue that is available must be spread 
further than ever before. At the same time, dwindling revenues in the Highway Trust Fund 
impact the transit sector's financial health at a time when more Americans are relying on it for 
travel. 


Transportation is a critical engine of the nation’s economy. It is the thread which knits the 
country together. To compete in the global economy, improve our quality of life and raise our 
standard of living, we must successfully rebuild America's public infrastructure. Faced with that 
task, the nation must begin with a significantly improved and expanded surface transportation 
system, which requires that a new multi-year surface transportation authorization legislation be 
signed into law. The nation’s surface transportation systems cannot plan for long term surface 
transportation improvements while operating under the current system of extensions which have 
been in effect since the expiration of SAFETEA-LU on September 30, 2009. 

ASCE stands ready to work with Congress as it develops a well funded and financed 
progressive surface transportation authorization biil which is founded on a strong national vision, 
adequate funding and new technology which creates a world class integrated, multi-modal 
national transportation system, second to none. 
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My name is Carol Gore, and I currently serve as the President and CEO of Cook Inlet Housing 
Authority. On behalf of Cook Inlet Housing Authority, I appreciate this opportunity to submit 
testimony to the House Appropriations Subcommittee for Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development regarding the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s proposed 
FY2011 funding allocation for the Indian Housing Block Grant program. 

Cook Iniet Housing Authority is headquartered in Anchorage, Alaska. It is the Tribally 
Designated Housing Entity for Cook Inlet Region, Inc. and has a service area of 38,000 square 
miles, covering much of Southcentral Alaska. According to Census 2000 figures. Cook Inlet 
Housing Authority’s sen/ice area contains a Native American population of approximately 
36,000 individuals, roughly 30% of Alaska’s Native American population. We estimate that 
more than half of the Native American families living within Cook Inlet Housing Authority's 
service area are living at or below HUD-defined low-income levels. 

The Indian Housing Block Grant program, created by the Native American Housing Assistance 
and Self-Determination Act, or "NAHASDA,” is Cook Inlet Housing Authority’s primary source of 
funding for affordable housing and housing-related activities for low-income Native American 
families. The program enables Cook Inlet Housing Authority to develop and operate elder and 
family rental housing, provide affordable home loans and down payment assistance, deliver 
housing readiness case management, issue tenant-based and project-based rental assistance 
vouchers, and provide weatherization upgrades. Cook Inlet Housing Authority also works with a 
number of local providers to combat homelessness and provide supportive housing for 
individuals with special needs. This leveraging of local capacity provides a non-duplicative 
mechanism to use existing expertise and programs to enhance homelessness and supportive 
housing opportunities for low-income Native American families living within our region. 

The Indian Housing Block Grant is critical for another, more technical and fundamental reason. 
Congress intended for NAHASDA recipients to use their Indian Housing Block Grants to 
leverage additional funding for affordable housing in Indian country. By using its Indian Housing 
Block Grant to secure investment from other sources, Cook Inlet Housing Authority has been 
able to bring significant additional resources to serve the affordable housing needs of all Tribal 
members living within our region without segregation by income or location. We describe this 
leveraging model as providing our region with the benefits of living within a Village where all 
people and resources are valued. By leveraging our NAHASDA funds, we are benefiting our 
people and community in a way that celebrates and welcomes our Native American population 
providing them quality homes in a variety of neighborhoods. Simultaneously, our leveraging 
model has enabled us to serve more AIAN clients than we could otherwise serve if we 
developed housing strictly with NAHASDA funds on a house-by-house basis. NAHASDA 
encourages leveraging. We thank Congress for the wisdom and guidance to provide this 
opportunity to bring private capital and funding to our Indian housing. Leveraging is part of the 
reason why NAHASDA has been a resounding success throughout the United States. 
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However, despite the successes and innovations NAHASDA has spawned, housing conditions 
in Indian Country are far inferior to those of the general U.S. population. According to the 2000 
U.S. Census, nearly 12 percent of Native American households lack plumbing, compared to 1.2 
percent of the general U.S. population. Indian households are nearly three times more likely to 
be severely overcrowded. We are making good progress, but our success has only Just now 
begun to reach the private banking industry and other grant funding sources. Absent 
NAHASDA funds for leveraging, we have little chance of continuing our progress. With 
NAHASDA, we are perceived to have “skin in the game” by other funders. We are investing in 
our people and our communities - often bringing 1 to 9 dollars from other sources for every 
NAHASDA dollar. 

It is for precisely these reasons - the success of NAHASDA and the disparity in housing 
conditions between Native American communities and the general U.S. population - that Cook 
Inlet Housing Authority is so confused by the Administration’s 201 1 budget request for the 
Indian Housing Block Grant. The President’s 2011 budget seeks $580 million for the Indian 
Housing Block Grant, an amount 17% less than the level enacted for 2010 and the lowest 
single-year funding amount for the IHBG since the Native American Housing Assistance and 
Self-Determination Act became law in 1996. 

Why a successful program that effectively addresses the housing needs of an extremely 
underserved population should bear a disproportionate burden when it comes time to trim the 
Federal budget is simply baffling. Cook Inlet Housing Authority has heard unsubstantiated 
assertions that there is a lack of capacity in Indian country that prevents the timely expenditure 
of Indian Housing Block Grant funds. To the contrary, it is our understanding that NAHASDA 
recipients have clearly demonstrated their capacity to obligate and expend American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act funding in accordance with federal requirements. 

It is true that some NAHASDA recipients may hold on to their annual Indian Housing Block 
Grant funding for limited periods, but they do so for legitimate reasons. Because of the nature 
of the housing industry in cold weather climates, construction seasons may be limited. In 
Alaska, we can miss an entire construction season because the water transportation system is 
either too low or doesn’t thaw in time for delivery. Moreover, small tribes receiving minimum 
NAHAHSDA allocation sometimes preserve their Indian Housing Block Grant funding over 
multiple years until they have pooled enough resources to engage in meaningful and strategic 
housing activities. This practice is expressly permitted by NAHASDA. 

It Is also confusing that the Administration’s budget request proposes such a substantial cut to 
the Indian Housing Block Grant only months after Congress implicitly recognized the efficacy of 
NAHASDA by providing millions of dollars for the Indian Housing Block Grant through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Had the Recovery Act funding been described to 
Tribes and Tribally Designated Housing Entities as an advance rather than a supplement 
intended to address critical housing shortages in Indian country while stimulating the American 
economy, Cook Inlet Housing Authority would have vigorously opposed Recovery Act 
NAHASDA funding. Such an “advance" followed by a funding cut would require Tribes and 
housing organizations to hire a significant number of new employees in order to spend 
Recovery Act funding, only to lay off those very workers AND additional staff once Recovery Act 
funding is spent. This was clearly not the intent of Congress. 
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Because NAHASDA is an effective program enabling Tribes and their designated housing 
entities to address the severe shortage of safe, affordable housing In Indian country, Cook Inlet 
Housing Authority respectfully requests that Congress fund the Indian Housing Block Grant at 
$875 million for 2011. This funding level will restore Indian Housing Block Grant funding to the 
FY2010 funding level and provide an additional $176 million to address inflationary forces and 
cost increases that were not taken into consideration between 1996, when NAHASDA was 
passed, and 2010. 

On behalf of Cook Inlet Housing Authority, thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony 
opposing the Administration’s proposed cuts to the Indian Housing Block Grant and supporting 
an increase in the amount of $175 million for that program. 

Respectfully submitted, 


Carol Gore \ ) 

President/CEO ^ 
Cook Inlet Housing Authority 
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Urban Development and Related Agencies 
April 16, 2010 

Mr, Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am Karen R. Diver, Chairwoman of the 
Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa. On behalf of the Band, I would like to thank you 
for this opportunity to submit testimony on FY 201 1 appropriations relating to the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. We submit this testimony to urge Congress to 
increase the federal funding levels for Indian housing programs that are provided through the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Specifically, we ask that Congress appropriate $875 million for the Native American 
Housing Block Grant Program (NAHASDA), and increase all other HUD programs serving 
Native Americans. Although the NAHASDA program is the principal source of federal financial 
assistance for housing on Indian Reservations, the President’s proposed FY 2011 Budget would 
reduce funding for this program to only $580 million. This is substantially below the FY 2010 
enacted level of $700 million, and, in fact, is well below funding that had been provided for this 
program in each of FYs 2005 through 2009 ~ which had averaged $630 million annually but 
which had not been adjusted to address increases in housing costs caused by inflation. While the 
Band very much appreciates the additional funds provided for this program through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, the ARRA funds should supplement and not 
reduce program funding levels. Indeed, because of the severe and persistent deficiencies in 
housing in Indian Country, program funds should be increased above the FY 2010 enacted level. 

Native Americans suffer the most substandard housing — at a rate of six times that of the 
population at large. The Fond du Lac Band, like tribes nationwide, has longstanding and severe 
housing needs. Our Reservation, located in northeastern Minnesota, is part of our aboriginal 
homeland. The Reservation was established for us by Treaty with the United States on 
September 30, 1854 as our permanent home. We have 3900 enrolled tribal members, and 
provide a wide range of services not only to our members, but to approximately 6500 Indian 
people who live and work on and near our Reservation. 

The Fond du Lac Reservation did not receive public housing until 1965, thirty years after 
public housing was established for all other Americans. The implementation of the housing 
program for Fond du Lac followed many years of failed federal policy, which served to break up 
families by placing children in boarding schools and foster homes, and which relocated many of 
the residents of the Fond du Lac Reservation from the Reservation to urban areas. In recent 
years, especially with the decline in the Nation’s economy, many Band members have come 
back to the Reservation in the interest of obtaining jobs that the Band has been able to provide as 
a result of the Band’s recent strides in economic development. 

Although our Reservation encompasses 100,000 acres of land, the federal allotment 
policy, which was applied to the Fond du Lac Reservation in 1889, left us with the poorest lands; 
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our most valuable lands went to timber companies and homesteaders. In addition, our 
Reservation is located in a geographic area that contains mostly marginal lands that require 
costly drainage projects for the land to be useable. Our lands are considered a difficult 
environment for affordable housing because they require high development costs associated with 
substandard soils and expensive sewage systems and a lack of decent infrastructure. In an effort 
to meet our members’ housing needs, the Band has found it necessary to invest significant funds 
to remediate the Band’s current lands, purchase other lands, and construct the infrastructure 
(septic systems, water and sewer lines, roads, and utility services) that is essential to serve those 
lands. 


The Band cannot do this alone. The Band has long depended on the funds made 
available to Indian tribes through HUD to assist us in meeting the housing needs of our 
members. But the deficits in housing for Indian people are so entrenched and so severe that they 
will not be remedied without continued federal financial assistance. 

We currently have 73 units ofhomeownership housing and 231 units of low rent housing. 
Many of our housing units are over fifteen years old, with the oldest units built more than 30 
years ago, in 1970. Because of the age of our housing stock, the units are constantly in need of 
maintenance and repairs. Approximately 30% of our housing units require major renovation, 
such as the replacement of roofs and siding, as well as upgrades in plumbing and other utility 
systems, and the replacement of windows and doors. Other units require routine repairs and 
maintenance, the average cost of which is $5,000 per year. 

The Fond du Lac Housing Division currently has a waiting list of approximately 300 
applicants seeking low income and homeownership housing. We have many other Tribal 
members who are also in need of housing, but who have moderate incomes and therefore are not 
even shown on our waiting list. To meet the needs of our members we need to build at least 300 
new housing units. Our greatest need is for low income rental units and funds to cover the cost of 
repairs and maintenance. We also have ongoing needs to build new and upgrade existing septic 
systems to serve that housing, the cost of which is estimated to be approximately $1-2 million. 

The disparity between housing conditions among our members and that of the general 
population is shown by the 2000 Census, In Minnesota, 0.5 percent of the population lives in 
homes lacking complete plumbing. In contrast, among Fond du Lac members that figure is ten 
times higher -5.1 percent. In Minnesota, 0.48 percent of the population lives in homes that lack 
complete kitchens. In contrast, among Fond du Lac members, 4.2 percent live in homes without 
complete kitchens. In addition the poverty rate in Minnesota is 7.9 percent, while the poverty 
rate among Fond du Lac members is 14 percent. 

Because of the severity of our housing shortage, approximately 20 percent of our people 
currently live in overcrowded homes. It is not uncommon on our Reservation and among our 
people to find 10 or more individuals living together in a two-bedroom home. Overcrowding, in 
turn, taxes the house itself by accelerating the wear and tear on those homes. 

Overcrowding and dilapidated housing creates other risks. As discussed by the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, in its report, A Quiet Crisis: Federal Funding and Unmet Needs In 
Indian Country, at 62-63 (July 2003), the high rate of overcrowded housing among Native 
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Americans increases the risk of fire and accidents, and creates unsanitary conditions, with 
increased spreading of communicable but normally preventable illnesses. Overcrowded housing 
is especially harmful to children, who, as the Commission found, are likely to “suffer sleep 
deprivation and inability to concentrate in school.” In addition, overcrowded housing “often 
results in stress, which can magnify family dysfunction and eventually lead to alcohol and child 
abuse.” A Quiet Crisis at 63. We see these problems at Fond du Lao. 

Our members who are compelled to live in overcrowded homes are also often only a step 
away from being homeless. As set out in recent study of homeless and near-homeless persons on 
northern Minnesota Indian Reservations, including the Fond du Lac Reservation, “[djoubling up 
with family or friends is often the last housing arrangement a person has before becoming 
literally homeless, and it is common for people to go back and forth between doubling up and 
homelessness.” Wilder Research, Homeless and Near-Homeless People on Northern Minnesota 
Indian Reservations (Nov 2007), htlp://www.wilder.org/download.0.html?report=2018. The 
Report further found a substantial number of Indians on the six reservations studied to be in this 
near-homeless status. 

Homelessness is an equally severe problem among Fond du Lac members. In 1 994, the 
Minnesota Housing Finance Agency reported that while the homeless rate for all Minnesota 
residents was 0.92 percent, the homeless rate among Fond du Lac members was 6.54 percent. 

See Minnesota Housing Finance Agency, Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 1996- 
2000 at 28, 43, 49 (December 29, 1995). The problem of homelessness continues to exist. A 
2006 study shows that a disproportionately high number of Native Americans in Minnesota are 
homeless. See Wilder Research, Overview of Homelessness in Minnesota 2006: Key Facts from 
the Statewide Survey (April 2007), http://www.mnhousing.gov/initiatives/housing- 
assistance/Resources/index.aspx. The study reports that although Native American adults are 
only 1 percent of the population of the State, they are 1 1 percent of the adults identified as 
homeless. And while Native American youth (age II to 1 7) are only 2 percent of the youth 
population in the state, they are 22 percent of the homeless youth that are unaccompanied by an 
adult. Id. at p 9. 

We see the problem of homelessness among our members every day. The Band regularly 
receives requests from Band members who are homeless and in need of housing. The Band 
currently has no facilities to provide temporary shelters to house our members when emergencies 
arise and there are no homeless shelters in close proximity to the Fond du Lac Reservation. 
Instead, in an effort to combat this problem, the Band has found it necessary provide temporary 
shelter to homeless Band members in the Band's Black Bear Hotel and other local hotels and 
motels. 


In addition, several years ago, the Band established an emergency rental assistance 
program. Under this program, the Band provides emergency shelter to Band members in need of 
housing by paying the security deposit and first month’s rent on a rental unit anywhere within a 
60 mile radius of our Reservation. The Band has provided rental assistance to many Band 
members since the program was created. But although this program does address the immediate 
housing crisis faced by a family that becomes homeless, it is not a long term solution for many of 
our members who do not have sufficient financial resources to continue to pay the higher rents 
that are generally charged for housing outside the Reservation. Those members risk becoming 
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homeless again a few months after emergency rental assistance is provided. The Band needs 
more units of affordable low-income rental housing to meet the needs of these individuals. 
However, because of budget limitations, we do not have enough funds to cover the cost of 
building and maintaining a sufficient number of low income rental housing units 

The Fond du Lac Band also needs to address the housing needs of our elderly population 
by providing assisted living accommodations for them if they so choose. Our elders are our 
teachers and mentors and we need to honor and respect them by giving them comfort and 
security, and allow them to live in a secure, healthy and worry-free environment. While the 
Band has two housing complexes for our elders, there are not a sufficient number of units within 
those complexes to meet the need. Further, the units in those complexes do not have the medical 
and related facilities if the elders require greater assisted care. In such circumstances, our eiders 
must find a nursing home outside the Reservation. 

The Band relies on its annual grant from the Department under the NAHASDA program 
to meet some of these housing needs. The Band has also relied on Indian Community 
Development Block Grants, which the Band has been able to use for infrastructure. However, 
the funding for these programs has not materially increased over the years. At the same time, the 
costs of the supplies, materials and labor necessary to remodel and modernize our aging housing 
stock have increased every year with inflation. Each year we are forced to do more with less. 
Current funding levels simply do not meet the housing needs. The lack of any real increases in 
the NAHASDA program before FY 2010 and in the other HUD programs that are intended to 
serve Indians will only make this housing crisis worse. The federal government’s trust 
responsibility demands that this Indian housing crisis be addressed. 

Housing represents the single largest expenditure for most Indian families. The 
development of housing has a major impact on the national economy and the economic growth 
and health of regions and communities. Housing is inextricably linked to access to jobs and 
healthy communities and the social behavior of the families who occupy it. The failure to 
achieve adequate housing leads to significant societal costs. 

Decent, affordable, and accessible housing fosters self-sufficiency, brings stability to 
families and new vitality to distressed communities, and supports overall economic growth. Very 
particularly, it improves life outcome.s for children. In the process, it reduces a host of costly 
social and economic problems that place enormous strains on the education, public health, social 
service, law enforcement, criminal justice, and welfare systems. For these reasons the Fond du 
Lac Band strongly urges Congress to increase funding for our housing needs so we can 
meaningfully address the needs of the core of our communities. 


Miigweeh. Thank you. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, we appreciate the opportunity to 
submit testimony concerning the FFY 2011 US Department of Transportation (US DOT) 
appropriations on behalf of the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) to the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and 
Related Agencies. We thank Chairman John Olver and the members of the 
Subcommittee for their past support of a strong federal transportation program and for 
taking into consideration Illinois’ unique needs. 

IDOT is responsible for the planning, construction, maintenance and coordination of 
highways, public transit, aviation, intercity passenger rail and freight rail systems in the 
state of Illinois. IDOT also administers traffic safety programs. Our recommendations 
for overall funding priorities and our requests for transportation funding for projects of 
special interest to Illinois are discussed below. 

SAFETEA-LU REAUTHORIZATION/EXTENSION 

IDOT recognizes that Congress must vault over numerous hurdles before it can unite 
around a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill that will enhance the 
quality of the nation's infrastructure. While the HIRE Act provided an extension of the 
SAFETEA-LU programs through December 31, 2010, allowing Congress the time it 
needs to thoroughly craft a bill that will address the pressing issues of funding, capacity, 
mobility, safety, preservation, modernization, environment and other critical issues, we 
urge Congress to complete its work on a surface transportation reauthorization bill 
before the end of the HIRE Act extension. Much work has been accomplished by 
Congress but substantial work remains. We urge Congress to maintain the momentum 
it has achieved in developing a multi-year bill thus far and to continue with alacrity so 
that a bill can be enacted before another extension of SAFETEA-LU is required. 

We recognize that the Congress has to view issues from many different angles, many of 
them competing, and that the end result may differ from a particular state’s perspective 
from time to time. All that being said, provided any extension is needed for any duration 
of time, IDOT supports “clean" extensions of SAFETEA-LU, i.e. without any re- 
structuring or re-programmatic distribution of existing formula or allocated programs. 
Extensions that modify only selected categories of SAFETEA-LU, ex post facto, not only 
unnecessarily set the stage for a zero-sum game scenario wherein states are thrust into 
disagreement, but it also disturbs the finely tuned state equity equilibrium that was 
reached upon SAFETEA-LU enactment. 

FULL RESTORATION OF END-OF-SAFETEA-LU RESCISSION 

The recently enacted HIRE Act restored $8.7 billion in contract authority to the states 
that was rescinded at the conclusion of FFY 2009 due to a mandated provision in 
SAFETEA-LU. While IDOT commends Congress for this prudent legislative remedy we 
also urge the Subcommittee to pursue additional suitable monetary off-sets that will 
make it possible to completely nullify the impact of the rescission bv restoring, to the 
states, the $334 million in useable ceiling that was lost to them in Equity Bonus (EB) 
funding . The special obligation limitation associated with the EB special contract 
authority was not rescinded but instead made unusable by the rescission of contract 
authority. Even after the restoration of the rescinded contract authority, this special 
limitation will not become usable since current law requires that all contract authority 
made available as a result of the rescission restoration is subject to the overall obligation 
limitation provided by an appropriations act. Perhaps, additional obligation limitation 
could be made available, as it was in FFY 2008, when $1 billion in ceiling was provided 

(to be used with a state's existing apportionment) for projects under the Bridge Program. 
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As you are aware, within the rescission EB funding was withdrawn from 34 states 
(including Illinois). EB funds are more valuable to the states than contract authority 
(apportionments) because EB funds are either exempt from the obligation limitation or 
they come with attached obligation authority. Unfortunately, EB funds were rescinded at 
a time when the states were also being asked by Congress and the President to quickly 
spend funds provided to them from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (ARRA) to invigorate the economy and preserve jobs. The need for transportation 
infrastructure projects to aid in the recovery of the national economy Is no less critical 
now than it was February 17, 2009 when ARRA was enacted for that purpose. Full 
restoration of EB funds to the states will allow the states the opportunity to reinstate 
those funds with the programmed projects from which they were cut so that the economy 
can continue to rebound through transportation infrastructure improvements. 

HIGHWAY 

Highway Obligation Limitation: 

IDOT urges the Subcommittee to set the obligation limitation for highway and highway 
safety programs at the highest level that can be sustained by the Highway Trust Fund/ 
Highway Account (HTF/HA). If another SAFETEA-LU extension is needed for 
FFY 2011, IDOT supports a reasonable, yet healthy, incremental increase above the 
obligation limitation level of $41.8 billion enacted in FFY 2010. 

IDOT supports preserving the SAFETEA-LU budgetary firewalls and guaranteed funding 
provisions of SAFETEA-LU, as do other transportation advocates such as the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the American 
Road and Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA). 

IDOT is aware of the implications of supporting increased transportation funding when 
the long-term viability of the trust fund is in question. However, it is the responsibility of 
IDOT to secure the federal funding that is needed to address the immediate highway 
and bridge project backlogs in Illinois and to preserve Illinois' transportation system for 
succeeding generations. Sufficient federal dollars are needed to fund safer 
transportation systems, to address environmental concerns, to offset the erosion of the 
construction dollar, to address crippling levels of congestion/delay and to meet the 
transportation demands of the future. To quote the most recent findings of the 2008 
Status of the Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit - Conditions and Performance 
Report to Congress . “Although investment in system rehabilitation has increased in 
constant dollar terms since 1997, despite recent sharp increases in construction costs, 
the analysis . . suggest that current highway investment levels are not sufficient to 
sustain the physical conditions of all parts of the highway system ." 

FFY 201 1 Funding Reouests for Meritorious Projects : 

If the Subcommittee finds the flexibility to fund meritorious projects in existing 
discretionary SAFETEA-LU categories or outside authorized categories. (Surface 
Transportation Priorities) IDOT requests funding for the following projects (noted 
throughout the testimony) for highway, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), transit 
and rail funding: 

• Expansion of US 67 : IDOT requests $70 million for the pre-construction and 
construction activities for the expansion of US 67 to a 4-lane divided expressway 
between Macomb and Alton, Illinois. 
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• Expansion of US 51 : IDOT requests $30 million for pre-construction and 
construction activities for the expansion of US 51 to a 4-lane divided expressway 
between Decatur and Centralia, Illinois. 

• Central to Central Avenue Connection : IDOT requests $10 million for a Central 
Avenue Bypass connecting Central through Bedford Park in Southwest Chicago. 

Other IDOT highway priorities include : 

-$50.0 million for additional lanes on 1-80 from US 30 to US 45 in Will County; 

-$58.5 million for 1-57 at IL 50 Interchange and ICG Railroad in Bradley; 

-$46.8 million for additional lanes on US 30 (IL 31 to US 34) in Kane/Kendall County; 
-$33.0 million for highway/railroad grade separation at IL 38 & Kautz Road; and 
-$16.3 million for reconstruction of US 45 (LaGrange Rd) from 131®* Street to ITO'** 
Street. 

Other IDOT Intelligent Transportation System Priorities : 

-$1 .5 million for a prototype Automated License Plate Reader for commercial vehicle 
enforcement; and 

-$9.0 million for IntelliDrive in Illinois (fiber and wireless technology) - Readying the 
Rt. 66 Corridor. 

TRANSIT 

Transit Authorization : 

IDOT urges the Subcommittee to fund transit programs at the highest level that can be 
sustained by the Highway Trust Fund/Transit Account or, at a minimum, a reasonable, 
yet healthy, incremental increase above the $10.7 billion obligation limitation level 
enacted in FFY 2010. 

• Bus and Bus Facilities : IDOT and the Illinois Public Transportation Association 
jointly request a federal earmark of $48.9 million ($8.7 million for downstate bus, 
$25.1 million for downstate facilities and $15 million for Chicago Transit Authority 
(CTA)/Suburban Bus Division of RTA (Pace) buses in northeastern Illinois) in 
FFY 201 1 Section 5309 bus capital funds. 

The request will provide $8.7 million for downstate Illinois transit systems to purchase up 
to 46 buses and paratransit vehicles to replace over-age vehicles and to comply with 
federal mandates under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). All of the vehicles 
scheduled for replacement are at or well beyond their design life. The request will also 
provide $25.1 million to undertake engineering, land acquisition or construction for three 
maintenance facilities and five transfer facilities that will enhance efficient operation of 
transit services. 

Illinois transit systems need discretionary bus capital funds. The funding provided under 
SAFETEA-LU has been inadequate to meet Illinois’ bus capital needs. IDOT believes 
that supplemental discretionary funding is needed, and justified, to support Illinois' 
extensive transit system. Under SAFETEA-LU, Illinois has received less than 2 percent 
of the combined High Priority Project (HPP) category and discretionary appropriations 
made available for bus and bus facilities. 

Formula Grants : 

IDOT urges the Subcommittee to set appropriations for transit formula grant programs at 
levels that will allow full use of the anticipated Mass Transit Account revenues. IDOT 
also supports the continued use of general funds to supplement transit needs. 
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In Illinois, Northeastern Illinois Urbanized Area formula funds (Section 5307) are 
distributed to the Regional Transportation Authority and its three service boards which 
provide approximately 600 million passenger trips per year. Downstate urbanized 
formula funds are distributed to 14 urbanized areas which provide nearly 33 million 
passenger trips per year. 

The Rural and Small Urban formula funds (Section 5311) play a vital role in meeting 
mobility needs in Illinois’ small cities and rural areas. IDOT urges the subcommittee to 
continue to fund Section 531 1 at a healthy increment above the FFY 2010 
funding level. From the Section 531 1 funding increases already authorized in 
SAFETEA-LU, Illinois was able to expand public transportation service into counties not 
currently served. Due to the decrease in federal and local funding resources for public 
transportation, existing statewide public transportation service levels could be 
jeopardized unless there is an overall increase in funding above that enacted in 
SAFETEA-LU. 

State of Good Repair - CTA/Metra Commuter Rail (Metra)/Pace: 

IDOT supports the increased focus on the state of good repair needs of the nation’s 
transit systems. State of good repair is a high priority for all systems in the state of 
Illinois. In northeast Illinois there is a $2 billion annual need to keep their assets in a 
state of good repair and there is a $91 million annual need for downstate systems. A 
recent Federal Transit Administration study of the seven largest transit agencies in the 
country estimated that more than one-third of the study agency assets were in either 
marginal or poor condition. Additional resources should be directed toward preserving 
our existing assets. This will minimize future impacts on maintenance costs and improve 
safety and reliability to the entire system. 

Operating Assistance: 

IDOT supports the continued flexible use of federal transit capital funding for day-to-day 
operations. However, during these extraordinary economic times when local funding 
resources for public transportation have suffered, an increase or emergency federal 
funding for public transportation is needed to supplement existing federal transit funding. 
These emergency funds should be separate and distinct from continuing needs. This 
funding would ensure that vital services are continued at current service levels. 

New Systems and Extensions - CTA/Metra : 

IDOT supports continued planning and engineering funding for existing CTA/Metra 
projects. Public transportation in northeastern Illinois has benefited over the years from 
bipartisan, and regional consensus; and, therefore, there is no particular priority for the 
ongoing projects. However, since Metra’s Union Pacific Northwest Line and its Union 
Pacific West Line have completed their alternatives analysis studies and are ready for 
preliminary engineering, IDOT is supportive of Metra’s request of $20 million for 
upgrades for each line. 

RAIL 

Amtrak Appropriation : 

IDOT supports Amtrak’s request of $2,196 billion in funding from general funds for 
FFY 201 1 to cover capital costs ($1 .018 billion), operating costs ($592 million), debt 
service costs ($305 million) and ADA costs ($281 million). Amtrak needs the full amount 
of their request to maintain existing nationwide operations. In addition, IDOT supports 
Amtrak’s FFY 201 1 capital funding request for fleet planning which will require an 
investment of about $446 million. 
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Amtrak needs to replace aging, obsolescent and increasingly costly rolling stock and has 
developed a procurement model to replace the whole of their existing fleet by 2,040 at a 
cost of $23 billion. 

In Illinois, Amtrak operates 58 trains serving approximately 4.4 million passengers 
annually within the nation’s passenger rail system that served 27 million passengers in 
FFY 2009. It is noteworthy that Chicago's Union Station, a primary hub for Amtrak 
intercity service and the fourth busiest station in the Amtrak system, had boardings/ 
alightings totaling over 3 million persons. Illinois subsidizes 28 state-sponsored trains 
which provide service in four corridors: Chicago-Milwaukee; Chicago-Springfield-St. 
Louis; Chicago-Galesburg-Quincy; and, Chicago-Champaign-Carbondale. Amtrak 
service in key travel corridors is an important component of Illinois’ multimodal 
transportation network and continued federal capital and operating support is needed. 

• CREATE Railroad Grand Crossing Connection : I DOT requests $25 million in 
FFY 2011 for design and construction of a railroad connection between the 
Canadian National and Norfolk Southern Railroads at 75"’ Street in Chicago - 
also known as Grand Crossing. 

High-Speed Rail : 

IDOT supports the Administration's $1 billion request for the High-Speed and Intercity 
Passenger Rail program for FFY 2011. The $8 billion in ARRA high-speed and intercity 
passenger grant awards provided a great first step in the building of a national system; 
however, a continued federal commitment and supplemental funding is crucial to 
accelerate the development of a true national intercity passenger high-speed intercity rail 
system. IDOT also urges the Subcommittee to devote special attention to the 
development of the next generation of intercity passenger rail equipment. Providing 
funding for next generation intercity rail equipment creates and preserves solid 
employment for skilled American workers - employment that can be truly seen as “green 
jobs." IDOT also urges the Subcommittee to fully fund the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) at its authorized levels. Likewise, IDOT supports 
the President’s Vision For High-Speed Rail in America strategic plan released last April 
which promises to build a world-class network of high-speed passenger rail corridors. 

We believe that the funding provided under ARRA, PRIIA and in conjunction with the 
President’s strategic plan will serve the nation in making reasonable investments in 
establishing a solid foundation for high-speed rail from which the system can thrive and 
expand. 

AVIATION 

Airport Improvement Program Obligation Limitation : 

IDOT supports a FFY 201 1 Airport Improvement Program (AlP) obligation limitation of 
$4.1 billion, the same funding level in the House-passed and Senate-passed 
reauthorization bill. These amounts are supported by the American Association of 
Airport Executives and the National Association of State Aviation Officials. 

IDOT continues to support a multi-year reauthorization bill with AlP funding levels that 
will allow full use of the anticipated Airport and Airway Trust Fund (AATF) revenues. In 
addition, IDOT supports the continuation of the budgetary guarantees of AIR-21 and 
VISION-1 00 protecting the use of the AATF revenues. Both the House and Senate have 
passed long-term authorization bills. However, it is essential that Congress enact 
legislation to reauthorize the AlP program. Reauthorizing the AlP program secures 
federal funds for FFY 2010 and beyond so that the states can support the future 
development of their state aviation infrastructure programs. 
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I DOT urges Congress to reauthorize the programs of the Federal Aviation Administration 
before, or soon thereafter the recent extension expires on April 30, 2010. Adequate AlP 
funding remains especially important for small, non-hub, non-primary, general aviation 
and reliever airports. While most large/medium hub airports have been able to raise 
substantial amounts of funding with Passenger Facility Charges, the smaller airports are 
very dependent on the federal AlP. Airports must continue to make infrastructure 
improvements to safely and efficiently serve existing air traffic and the rapidly growing 
passenger demand. Lower AlP obligation levels translate info less federal funds for 
airport projects, thereby exacerbating the existing capital project funding shortfall. 

Essential Air Service Program (EASj : IDOT supports an EAS program funded at a level 
that will enable the continuation of service at all current Illinois EAS points. Several 
Illinois airports. Decatur, Marion/Herrin and Quincy, currently receive annual EAS 
subsidies. 

Small Community Air Service Program : IDOT supports funding for the Small Community 
Air Service Development Program in FFY 201 1 , at a level no less than $35 million. 

Illinois airports have received funding from this program in the past. 

Other Non-modal IDOT Priorities: 

• Height Modernization : IDOT requests $1.2 million to continue a newly established 
Height Modernization program in Illinois. This project solicitation will be requested 
through the Appropriations Subcommittee on Science, State, Justice, Commerce and 
Related Agencies, 

This concludes my testimony. I understand the difficulty you face trying to provide 
needed increases in transportation funding. However, an adequate and well-maintained 
transportation system is critical to the nation’s economic prosperity and future growth. 
Your ongoing recognition of that fact and your support for the nation’s transportation 
needs are much appreciated. Again, thank you for the opportunity to discuss Illinois’ 
federal transportation funding concerns. 


Gary Hannig 

Secretary, Illinois Department of Transportation 
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Nancy Bemstine, Executive Director 
National AIDS Housing Coalition 

Statement of the National AIDS Housing Coalition 
House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
Development and Related Agencies 

April 16, 2010 

The National AIDS Housing Coalition (NAHC) requests S410 million for the 
Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS Program (HOPWA) for FY 2011. 

NAHC is a national non-profit membership housing organization founded in 1 994 that 
works to end the HIV/AIDS epidemic by ensuring that persons living with HIV/AIDS 
have quality, affordable and appropriate housing. NAHC’s members are people living 
with HIV/AIDS, service providers, developers, researchers, public health and housing 
departments and advocates. 

Research presented through NAHC’s Research Summit Series overwhelmingly confirms 
housing as a strategic point of intervention to address HlV/AlDS and the impacts of 
homelessness and the concomitant effects of race and gender, poverty, mental illness, 
chronic drug use, incarceration and exposure to trauma and violence. Housing has been 
shown as cost effective by stabilizing people with HIV/AIDS and reducing reliance on 
other public systems. 

The HOPWA program is relied upon by HIV/AIDS service organizations nationwide to 
assure that .stable, affordable housing and the critical supportive services that help people 
remain housed is available to those coping with the debilitating and impoverishing effects 
of HIV/AIDS. HOPWA's hallmark is its flexibility to provide a continuum of housing 
and housing-related case management and supportive services for low income individuals 
and their families living with HIV/AIDS. HOPWA dollars are used for short and longer 
term rents, facility-based assistance as well as limited rent, mortgage or utility payments 
that play a critical role in homelessness prevention. HOPWA can also be used for new 
development and rehabilitation. Finally, in the face of shrinking resources, HOPWA's 
importance to community strategic planning efforts cannot be underestimated - 
facilitating better coordination of local and private resources and filling gaps in local 
systems of care to meet housing need among people with HIV/AIDS and their families. 


AIDS Housing is Central for HIV/AIDS Health 

Lack of housing is associated with remaining outside of medical care and improved 
housing status has been shown to significantly affect access to healthcare, including anti 
retroviral treatment (ART) and adherence. In summary: 

Housing impacts continuity of care: Over time, housing status is among the strongest 
predictors of entry into HIV care, primary care visits, continuous care, and care that 
meets clinical practice standards. 
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Housing improves health outcomes: Improved housing status has a significant, positive 
association with better HIV-related health, including CD4 counts, viral load, and co- 
infection with HCV or TB. 

AIDS housing is a powerful weapon against homelessness: Research confirms that 
homelessness is a major risk factor for HIV, and HIV is a major risk factor for 
homelessness: for example, at any given time, up to 1 6% of people living with 
HIV/AIDS are homeless, while as many as 70% report a lifetime experience of 
homelessness or housing instability. 

AIDS housing is prevention: over time, persons who improve their housing status 
reduce their risk behaviors by half Access to housing improves access and adherence to 
ART, which lowers viral load and reduces the risk of transmission. 

AIDS housing is cost-effective: AIDS housing investments reduce other public costs by 
improving the health of people living with HIV/AIDS and preventing new infections, 
making housing dollars a wise use of limited public resources. 


Housing Need Among People with HIV/AIDS 

Over 56,000 people became infected with HIV in the past year in the U.S. Experts 
estimate that over half of people living with HIV/AIDS will need some form of housing 
assistance during the course of their illness, while national research has shown that 
housing is the greatest unmet service need for people living with HIV disease. Data 
indicates that approximately 72% of PLWHA have incomes below $30,000; the number 
in need is likely to increase proportionally with the weakened economy and sustained 
high unemployment levels. 

In 201 0, HOPWA will continue providing housing support for over 58,000 households in 
133 formula eligible jurisdictions, providing assistance in all fifty states, the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Three new jurisdictions became eligible 
for formula funding - Little Rock, Arkansas; Albuquerque, New Mexico; and Allentown, 
Pennsylvania. In addition, 93 competitive grants are currently operating. The program is 
tied to positive client outcomes in the 58,367 households served in the current fiscal year, 
making it possible for assisted individuals to better attend to their health needs, function 
in their families and society. AIDS housing is a cost-effective way to end homelessness 
and achieve positive individual and community health outcomes. HUD reports that 94% 
of all HOPWA rental assistance households in a recent program year were able to achieve 
maximum stability, reducing risks of homelessness and participating in healthcare. 

NAHC recommends a funding level of $410 million, which would permit assistance 
to an additional 14,000 people with HIV/AIDS in need of housing assistance and 
reduce unmet need by over 10%. 
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Examples of AIDS Housing Need Across the Country 

AIDS housing need has exploded in virtually every region of the country. As the 
affordable housing crisis envelopes higher income people, persistently vulnerable 
populations are squeezed out of assistance. Though waiting lists are no longer maintained 
in many jurisdictions, affordable housing need continues to grow. 

In Alabama, Just 414 people with HIV/AIDS and their families receive HOPWA 
assistance, while 2,1 73 HOPWA-eligible households have unmet housing needs. The 
tenant-based rental assistance program has been closed to new applicants since June of 
2008. Of the families on the waiting list, 77% are living at or below the poverty level. 

699 families across Massachusetts are on waiting lists for AIDS housing assistance - 
355 in greater Boston alone. 

In San Francisco, the city’s centralized housing waiting list has over 1 ,000 people and 
has been closed to new applicants since November of 2001 . 

There are 4,637 people living with HlV/AlDS on the waiting list for housing assistance 
in Dallas - almost a third of all HIV-positive people in the city. In needs assessments, 
housing assistance was consistently ranked 2™ in overall unmet need, surpassed only by 
dental care. 

The overall number of unmet AIDS housing need in Central Ohio from 2004-2009 is 
770 households, based on the current Consolidated Plan for the City of Columbus. 


Other Low Income Housing Programs Remain Crucial 

Of course, HOPWA will never fully meet the housing need for all those living with 
HIV/AIDS and their families. AIDS housing providers urge full and adequate funding 
for the range of low-income housing programs relied upon in the continuum of housing 
and services for people with HIV/AIDS, including Homeless Assistance Grants, Tenant- 
Based Renta! Assistance, Public Housing, and Section 81 1 Housing for People with 
Disabilities, among others. 

In conclusion, NAHC urges the Committee to fund the Housing Opportunities for 
Persons With AIDS program at the highest level possible for Fy2011 to 
accommodate new formula jurisdictions expected to become eligible and to assist 
existing programs in moving closer to meeting the actual housing needs in their 
jurisdictions. 

NAHC respectfully asks the Subcommittee to approve funding of $410 million for the 
Housing Opportunities With AIDS program for FY2011. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MARTY SHURAVLOFF 
CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL AMERICAN INDIAN HOUSING COUNCIL 

TO THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

REQUEST TO EXAMINE TRIBAL HOUSING PROGRAMS AND INITIATIVES 
PROPOSED IN THE PRESIDENT'S FY2011 BUDGET 
March 24, 2010 


Introduction 

Good afternoon Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham, and distinguished members 
of the House of Representatives Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies. My name is Marty Shuravloff and 1 am 
the Chairman of the National American Indian Housing Council (NAIHC), the only national tribal 
non-profit organization dedicated solely to advancing housing, physical infrastructure, and 
economic development in tribal communities in the United States. I am also an enrolled 
member of the Leisnoi Village, Kodiak Island, Alaska. I want to thank the Subcommittee for the 
opportunity to submit written testimony for its consideration as it prepares its FY2011 
Appropriations Bill. 

Background on the National American Indian Housing Council (NAIHC) 

The NAIHC was founded in 1974 and has, for 36 years, served its members by providing 
valuable training and technical assistance (T/TA) to all tribes and tribal housing entities; 
providing information to Congress regarding the issues and challenges that tribes face in terms 
of housing, infrastructure, and community and economic development; and working with key 
Federal agencies in an attempt to address such issues and meet such challenges. The 
membership of NAIHC is expansive, comprised of 271 members representing 463^ tribes and 
tribal housing organizations. The primary goal of NAIHC is to support Native housing entities in 
their efforts to provide safe, quality, affordable, culturally relevant housing to Native people. 

Brief Summary of the Problems Regarding Housing in Indian Country 

While the country has been experiencing an economic downturn in general, this trend is 
greatly magnified in Indian communities. The national unemployment rate has risen and has 
hopefully passed its peak at an alarming rate of nearly 10 %;^ however, that rate does not 
compare to the unemployment rates in Indian Country, which average 49 %} The highest 


' There are approximately 561 federally-recognized Indian tribes and Alaska Native villages in the United States, all 
of whom are eligible for membership in NAIHC. Other NAIHC members include state-recognized tribes that were 
deemed eligible for housing assistance under the 1937 Act and grandfathered in to the Native American Housing 
Assistance and Self-Determination Act. 

* See http://www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.nrO.htm. 

^ Bureau of Indian Affairs Labor Force Report (2005). 



623 


unemployment rates are on the Plains reservations, where the average rate is 77 Because 
of the remote locations of many reservations, there is a lack of basic infrastructure and 
economic development opportunities are difficult to identify and pursue. As a result, the 
poverty rate in Indian Country is exceedingly high at 25.3 %, nearly three times the national 
average.^ These employment and economic development challenges exacerbate the housing 
situation in Indian country. Our first Americans face some of the worst housing and living 
conditions in the country and the availability of affordable, adequate, safe housing in Indian 
Country falls far below that of the general U.S. population. 

❖ According to the 2000 U.S. Census, nearly 12 % of Native American households lack 
plumbing compared to 1.2 % of the general U.S. population. 

❖ According to 2002 statistics, 90,000 Indian families were homeless or under-housed. 

<• On tribal lands, 28 % of Indian households were found to be over-crowded or to lack 

adequate plumbing and kitchen facilities. The national average is 5.4 %. 

❖ When structures that lack heating and electrical equipment are included, roughly 40 % 
of reservation housing is considered inadequate, compared to 5.9 % of national 
households. 

❖ Seventy percent of the existing housing stock in Indian Country is in need of upgrades 
and repairs, many of them extensive. 

❖ Less than half of all reservation homes are connected to a sewer system. 

There is already a consensus among many members of Congress, HUD, tribal leaders, and tribal 
organizations that there is a severe housing shortage in tribal communities; that many homes 
are, as a result, overcrowded; that many of the existing homes are in need of repairs, some of 
them substantial; that many homes lack basic amenities that many of us take for granted, such 
as full kitchens and plumbing; and that at least 200,000 new housing units are needed in Indian 
Country. 

These issues are further complicated by Indian land title status. Most Indian lands are 
held in trust or restricted-fee status; therefore, private financial institutions will not recognize 
tribal homes as collateral to make improvements or for individuals to finance new homes. 
Private investment in the real estate market in Indian Country is virtually non-existent. Tribes 
are wholly dependent on the Federal government for financial assistance to meet their growing 
housing needs, and the provision of such assistance is consistent with the Federal government's 
centuries-old trust responsibility to American Indian tribes and Alaska Native villages. 

The Native American Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act 

In 1996, Congress passed the Native American Housing Assistance and Self- 
Determination Act ("NAHASDA") to provide Federal statutory authority to address the above- 
mentioned housing disparities in Indian Country. NAHASDA is the cornerstone for providing 
housing assistance to low-income Native American families on Indian reservations, in Alaska 
Native villages, and on Native Hawaiian Home Lands. The Indian Housing Block Grant ("IHBG") 


“ Many of these reservations are in the state of South Dakota, which has one of the lowest unemployment rates in 
the nation. On some SD reservations, the unemployment rate exceeds 80%. 

® US Census Bureau, American Indian and Alaska Native Heritage Month: November 2008. See 
http://www.census.gov. 
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is the funding component of NAHASDA. Since the passage of NAHASDA in 1996 and its funding 
and implementation in 1998, NAHASDA has been the single largest source of funding for Native 
housing. Administered by the Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD"), 
NAHASDA specifies which activities are eligible for funding.^ Not only do IHBG funds support 
new housing development, acquisition, rehabilitation, and other housing services that are 
critical for tribal communities; they cover essential planning and operating expenses for tribal 
housing programs. Between 2006 and 2009, a significant portion of IHBG funds, approximately 
24%, were used for planning, administration, housing management, and services.^ 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRAl and FY2010 Indian Housing Funds 

NAIHC would like to thank Congress, particularly this Subcommittee, for its increased 
investment in Indian housing in FY2010. AARA provided over $500 million for the IHBG 
program. This additional investment in Indian Country supports hundreds of jobs, has allowed 
some tribes to start on new construction projects, and has assisted other tribes in completing 
essential infrastructure for housing projects that they could not have otherwise afforded with 
their IHBG allocations. Tribes have complied with the mandate to obligate the funds in an 
expedient manner, thus helping stimulate tribal and the national economies. 

In addition to ARRA funding. Congress appropriated $700 million for the IHBG in FY2010, 
the first significant increase for the program since its inception. This positive step reversed a 
decade of stagnate funding levels that neither kept pace with inflation nor addressed the acute 
housing needs in Native communities. 

The President's FY2011 Budget Request for the Indian Housing Block Grant 

On February 1, 2010, President Obama submitted to Congress a $3.8 trillion budget 
request. It proposes $580 million for the IHBG, which is a decrease of $120 million (-17 %) from 
the FY2010 funding level.® At the same time, HUD's overall budget was reduced by only 5 %. 
Should Congress accept the President's budget proposal, it would be the lowest, single-year 
funding level for the NAHASDA since it was enacted in 1996. To put this in proper perspective, 
funding appropriated by Congress in FY1998, 12 years ago, was $20 million more than the 
President's Budget Request for FY2011. 

While the NAIHC and its members are aware of and appreciate the large investments 
made in Indian housing, we are disappointed that the current request fails to continue the 
positive budget trajectory of recent years. Therefore, the NAIHC strongly urges Congress to not 
only appropriate funds above the President's Budget Request, but to fund the IHBG at $875 
million due to the increasing costs for housing development, energy efficiency initiatives, and 


^ Eligible activities include but are not limited to down-payment assistance, property acquisition, new 
construction, safety programs, planning and administration, and housing rehabilitation. 

^ See Appendix A, attached hereto. 

‘ Part of the rationale for reducing IHBG funding was what may appear to be a delay in use of available tribal 
housing funds. However, such apparent delay is an aberration. Since NAHASDA was initially funded in FV1998 
through FY2009, tribal expenditure rates are 88 %. Based on a HUO ARRA spending report dated March 20, 2010, 
tribes are spending HUD and ARRA funds at a rate that at least equals and, in some cases, exceeds the national 
average. 
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other inflationary factors. Since the President’s Budget Request was released, many of our 
members have expressed their deep concerns. They believe, and we agree, that this budget 
impacts not only housing, but also the very hope for self-sustaining economies in Indian 
Country. 

Reduced funding would result in the loss of jobs for our people, reversing the positive 
impact of ARRA; the deterioration of existing housing units; and the curtailment of many 
housing projects that are currently under development. Without sufficient funding and proper 
training and technical assistance, progress regarding tribal housing will not only cease; years of 
hard work will be reversed, as tribes will lack the funds to maintain and operate existing 
housing units, much less provide new ones. Many tribes are at risk of losing between a quarter 
and a third of their housing budgets if the President’s Proposed Budget were to take effect, the 
impact of which would be devastating.^ 

Other Indian Housing and Related Programs 

The Title VI and Section 184 Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Programs 

The President’s proposed budget request includes $2 million for the Title VI Loan 
Guarantee program and $8.25 million for the Section 184 program. The Title VI program is 
important because it provides a 95 % guarantee on loans made by private lenders, which is an 
incentive for lenders to get involved in the development of much-needed housing in tribal 
areas. Section 184 is specifically geared towards facilitating home loans in Indian Country. We 
request that these programs be funded at $2 and $9 million, respectively. 

Indian Community Development Block Grant (ICDBG) 

While appreciated, proposed funds of $65 million for the ICDBG are insufficient to meet 
the current needs for essential infrastructure, including sewer and running water, in Indian 
Country. We request that this program be funded at $100 million. 

Native Hawaiian Housing 

Low-income Native Hawaiian families continue to face tremendous challenges, similar 
to those that tribal members face in the rest of the United States. The President’s funding 
request of $10 million for the Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant is appreciated, but the 
budget includes no funding for the Section 184A program in Hawaii. While it has taken some 
time to get this program started-because lenders are not familiar with the Section 184A 
program-providing no funding would be a step backward for Native Hawaiian families working 
toward homeownership. We urge Congress to consider this before agreeing to the 
Administration’s proposal to eliminate funding for the program. 

Training and Technical Assistance IT/TAl and the Proposed Transformation Initiative 

The President’s proposed budget eliminates entirely the much-needed, exceptional 
T/TA that has been provided by NAIHC since NAHA5DA was implemented. The provision of T/TA 
is critical for tribes to build their capacity to effectively plan, implement, and manage tribal 
housing programs. Eliminating funding for T/TA would be disastrous for tribal housing 
authorities and would be a huge step in the wrong direction. Tribes need more assistance in 


See Appendix B, attached hereto. 
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building capacity, not less. Since NAIHC's funding for T/TA was restored in 2007, requests for 
T/TA have steadily grown. The funding that NAIHC is currently receiving is insufficient to meet 
the continuous, growing demand for T/TA. Therefore, we are forced to make difficult decisions 
regarding when, where, and how to provide the most effective T/TA possible to our 
membership. 

The budget request proposes an agency-wide Transformation Initiative Fund ("TIF") with 
up to 1 % of hud's total budget, which would draw funds away from essential housing 
programs, including $5.8 million from the IHB6 account, "to continue the on-going 
comprehensive study of housing needs in Indian Country and native communities in Alaska and 
Hawaii." While the NAIHC membership believes the Tl may have merit, we do not believe that 
transferring nearly $6 million from the IH8G account to conduct a study on housing needs is a 
wise or even defensible use of Federal taxpayer funds. More importantly, the $6 million affects 
funding that has historically been appropriated to NAIHC for T/TA. Through resolutions, the 
NAIHC membership has repeatedly taken the position that a portion of the IHBG allocation 
should be provided to NAIHC for T/TA, which is a reflection of their confidence in NAIHC and 
the continuing demand for the essential capacity-building services that we provide. We request 
that funding in the amount of $4.8 million for T/TA be included in the FY2011 budget. 

Conclusion 

NAHASDA was enacted to provide Indian tribes and Native American communities with 
new and creative tools necessary to develop culturally relevant, safe, decent, affordable 
housing. NAIHC has very specific concerns, enumerated above, with the President's proposed 
Indian housing funding levels and hopes that Congress, with the leadership of this important 
Committee, will not allow the NAHASDA program to take an enormous step backwards and 
devastate the progress that has been made in the past 12 years to improve housing conditions 
in Indian Country. Based on the facts outlined above and the potentially devastating impact a 
dramatic cut to Indian housing funds will unquestionably have on Indian country, NAIHC 
requests funding in the amounts outlined above in order to meet the immense needs in Indian 
country. 

Thank you. Chairman Olver, Ranking Member Latham, and the members of this 
Subcommittee for allowing us to express our Fiscal Year 2011 budgetary priorities and concerns 
regarding Native American housing needs. Your continued support of Native American 
communities is truly appreciated, and the NAIHC is eager to work with you and your 
professional staff on any and all issues pertaining to Indian housing programs and living 
conditions for America's indigenous people. 
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See http:/7hud.gov/offices/cfo/reports/2011/cjs/nahb-grants2011.pdf. 
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Appendix B: Specific Examples of Potential Housing Funds Losses :^^ 


Tribe and State 

Grant Simulation Using 
President's Proposed 
FY2011 Budget 

FY 2010 Housing 

Funds 

(Before Repayments 
and Grant 
Adjustments) 

Difference in 

Grant 

Amount 

Holy Cross Village, Alaska 

$121,563 

$181,111 

-$59,548 

Organized Village of Kake, 
Alaska 

$227,631 

$339,475 

-$111,844 

Ft, McDowell Reservation, 
Arizona 

$70,326 

$104,448 

-$34,122 

Navajo Nation, Arizona, 

New Mexico, and Utah 

$73,402,755 

$93,816,159 

-$20,413,404 

Western Band of the 
Cherokee Nation, Oklahoma 

$25,843,314 

$31,684,864 

-$5,841,550 


Not all tribes stand to lose the same percentage of funding under the President's proposed 
budget because of the way the funding formula works for the IHBG. For example, the Lumbee 
tribe of North Carolina stands to lose roughly 45% of their total housing budget because 92% of 
it is needs-based.^^ 


These numbers are based on a simulation using the President's proposed funding figure of $572 million 
compared to the FY2010 budget without any adjustments. The numbers are a rough estimate and subject to 
change based on a variety of factors, but they do offer a good summary of the potential impact of the President's 
FY2011 budget, if passed. 

Per Lumbee tribal member and attorney Edward K, Brooks, Patterson Dilthey, Attorneys at Law, Raleigh, NC, 
3/22/2010. 
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Statement of 
Ross B. Capon 

President and Chief Executive Officer 
National Association of Railroad Passengers 
Submitted to the 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, 
and Related Agencies 
The Honorable John Olver, Chairman 

Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives 
* * ♦ 

Fiscal 201 1 Department of Transportation 
* * * 

March 22, 2010 
* * * 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this statement. Thank you also for the positive roll 
that you and your subcommittee have played in providing significantly increased funding for 
intercity passenger trains. In the 2010 appropriations process, we particularly appreciate your 
leadership in getting the House to pass $4 billion for capital grants to states, and in securing 
enactment of $2.5 billion. 

Our key requests for intercity passenger trains for FY 201 1 are: 

• Amtrak’s budget request: $592 million for operations; $1,299 million for capital 
(including $281 million for Americans with Disabilities Act compliance work); $305 
million for debt service; $7 million for FRA oversight 

• Amtrak’s fleet strategy requirement: $446 million 

• Capital grants for states: $4 billion, with an appropriate portion designated for rolling 
stock acquisition 

• Funding needed to restore service between New Orleans and Florida, consistent with 
the PRIIA requirement that Amtrak by July 16, 2009, submit a plan to restart service; 

• Funding needed to restore service between Salt Lake City and the Pacific Northwest 
and between Chicago and the Pacific Northwest via southern North Dakota and 
southern Montana, as Amtrak studied in response to the mandates in PRIIA. 
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The Importance of Trains: More and better passenger trains and intermodal connections are 
crucial to maintaining mobility for our citizens, enhancing the quality of life in our 
communities, bolstering our nation’s economic competitiveness and energy efficiency, 
providing good jobs for Americans and reducing our transportation system’s negative 
environmental impact. 

Mobility and quality of life issues become more relevant as the proportion of older citizens 
dramatically increases, and as young people become more receptive to non-auto transport. 

The national interest is well served by enabling as many people — especially older people — as 
possible to lead a satisfying life with little or no driving. This can improve both safety and 
mental health, as people in auto-dependent environments who cannot drive suffer from the 
resulting sense of isolation. 

Fewer Teenaged Drivers: At the same time, the Millennial Generation — people in their 
teens and twenties — is greatly attracted to a less car-dependent lifestyle. They increasingly do 
not view acquiring a driver’s license as a “rite of passage to maturity’’ for 16-year-olds. 

Indeed, my two sons of driving age, now 21 and 19, both got their drivers’ licenses a year or 
two after turning 16, becoming serious about getting their licenses only after realizing that 
mass transit served their transportation needs poorly. 

WRAL.com in Raleigh reported January 25 that a decline in the number of North Carolina 
teens getting their full provisional driver’s license “is part of a nationwide trend. Data 
released [January 22J by the Federal Highway Administration shows 30% of 16-year-olds got 
their licenses in 2008, compared with 44% in 1 988.’’ On February 1 1 , Tampa’s News Channel 
8 reported that FHWA statistics “show that one in every three teens now has a license at 16. It 
used to be one of every two.’’ The report cited Florida statistics consistent with that trend, 

A February 25, 2008, New York Times report stated: “Reasons vary, including tighter state 
laws governing when teenagers can drive, higher insurance costs and a shift from school-run 
driver education to expensive private driving academies. To that mix, experts also add parents 
who are willing to chauffeur their children to activities, and pastimes like surfing the Web that 
keep them indoors and glued to computers.” 

Ridership and Polls: Americans’ desire for improved train service is demonstrated through 
increasing ridership on Amtrak and rail transit systems nationwide. Amtrak gained riders for 
six straight yeans- — from 2002 to 2008. The 2008 run-up in gasoline prices was a big factor in 
ridership growth of 1 1% from 2007 to 2008. While Amtrak and transit ridership fell in 2009, 
due in part to the recession and lower gasoline prices, it was still 5% above the 2007 level, and 
ridership in FY 2010 through the first four months (October-January) is 2% above FY 2009. 
This all suggests that many people did not return to their pre-2008 driving habits, and that 
more people are looking at total driving costs, not just the price of gasoline. 

For years, polls have consistently shown strong support for increased investment in passenger 
trains, A recent one, by Kelton Research — taken February 1-7, 2010 for HNTB Corporation — 
showed 88% “open to high-speed rail for long-distance travel within the U.S.,” according to a 
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February 18 report in Metro Magazine, which also cited 83% support for increasing the share 
of federal funding that goes to public transit and high-speed rail infrastructure. The 88% is 
down from 94% in March, 2009, presumably due to the fall in gasoline prices. IlNTB’s Peter 
Oertler put it well in commenting on this: “The pain we felt when gasoline was hovering near 
$4 a gallon has receded, yet we can’t stand by for the next crisis to hit to address the 
underlying issues of congestion and our dependence on limited fossil fuels.” 

Amtrak’s Funding Request: We are concerned that reducing Amtrak’s other capital items to 
make way for the ADA funding, which in effect happened this year, damages the overall 
system, with detrimental impact on all passengers including those with disabilities. 

Shorting the capital request creates a problem for the effort to let passenger trains assume their 
rightful place as a primary mode of transportation providing a desirable travel choice for all 
Americans - as envisioned by President Obama and as practiced in most industrialized 
countries. While Russia, China and others continue to leap ahead with modem train service, 
Amtrak struggles to provide high-quality service even on its limited, existing network. 

Equipping Trains for Growth: Amtrak did not include fleet strategy funding in its basic 
request. However, a major factor hurting customer satisfaction and inflating operating costs is 
the 37-year average age of its locomotives and cars, including 92 long-distance “Heritage” 
cars that are between 53 and 61 years old. 

Amtrak’s fleet strategy assumes ridership growth of only 2%. We think that is too 
conservative, given the need to increase capacity on existing routes and to add routes, but we 
appreciate Amtrak’s emphasis on their plan’s “scalability,” that is, the fact that car 
acquisitions can be increased if the market calls for it and funding is provided. Indeed, many 
trains, especially those most recently added to the system, are already outpacing similarly 
conservative ridership projections. 

Nonetheless, this illustrates the financial challenge: failure to meet the funding targets Amtrak 
identified puts us close to a no-growth scenario regarding both additional capacity on existing 
routes and expanding the network to parts of the country that are not adequately served, a 
category that includes some of the fastest-growing regions in the United States. 

In addition to funding fleet needs directly, consideration should be given to the use of tax 
credits and/or asset depreciation benefits to encourage private leasing companies to buy 
equipment and lease it to states and perhaps Amtrak. Part of the goal is to reduce the high up- 
front costs that taxpayer-supported agencies face when procuring new equipment. 

Also of critical importance is the $281 million Amtrak request to fulfill its obligation to bring 
stations into compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act - money that is left out of 
the Administration’s budget. The Association supports Amtrak’s current ADA policy as set 
forth in “Amtrak Guidelines on Platform Design” (April 2008). Previously, we joined with 
Amtrak, the Class 1 railroads and commuter railroad agencies in strongly opposing a rule that 
had been under consideration by U.S. DOT that would have required full length platforms for 
level boarding. In Fiscal 2010, Amtrak was instructed to spend the $144 million for ADA 
which in effect reduced other vital capital expenditures. 


3 



632 


Grants to States: We strongly support the general approach that U.S. DOT took in awarding 
the $8 billion in capital grants announced January 28. I was privileged to comment on NBC 
Nightly News on January 30 that I was impressed both with “the amount of funds involved and 
the intelligence with which it was distributed.” 

Operating Grant: This is critical, in part because the big increase in the capital budget 
(including Recovery Act funds) drives up operating costs, as not all personnel costs associated 
with capital projects can be capitalized. Moreover, the mandates of PRIIA also create upward 
pressure on operating costs. The organization is handling more than twice the amount of work 
of five years ago. This underscores the urgency of maintaining Amtrak’s operating grant at 
the full requested amount of S592 million. 

The Transportation for America Coalition's “United States of Transit Cutbacks” map vividly 
portrays the irony of transit agencies from Philadelphia to Phoenix receiving new federal 
capital funds while withering operating support is forcing consideration of unacceptable 
service cuts - including the elimination of all service on certain days of the week, bus route 
terminations, station closures, and dramatic frequency reductions. As Secretary LaHood put 
it, it doesn’t make sense to buy so many new trains and buses when we can’t afford to pay 
operators to run them. 

On the intercity side, consideration should be given, at least in emergency situations, to 
allowing operation of state-supported intercity trains on a 50/50 matching basis, without 
making Amtrak swallow the difference. 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory Statistics: The following table, showing 2007 data, comes 
from the annual Transportation Energy Data Book (Edition 28, released in 2009), published 
by Oak Ridge National Laboratory under contract to the U.S. Department of Energy; 


Mode 

BTUs 

per 

psgr- 

mile* 

Amtrak 

2,516 

Commuter trains 

2,638 

Certificated air carriers 

3.103 

Cars 

3,514 

Light trucks (2-axle, 4-tire) 

3,946 


* BTU = British Thermal Unit; passenger-mile = one passenger traveling one mile 

Amtrak and commuter trains are the only modes that showed improvement compared with the 
2006 numbers included in my statement a year ago. 
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Overnight Trains: Ridership on these trains as a group continues to hold up in the face of a 
weak economy, According to a March 8* Amtrak release, ridership on 15 long-distance trains 
rose 13% from 2006 to 2009, while on-time performance jumped from 30% to 75% and 
customer satisfaction scores also rose. We support Amtrak’s initiative, also discussed in the 
release, to combine the Texas Eagle and Sunset Limited into a daily, full-service Chicago-Los 
Angeles train via St. Louis, Dallas/Fort Worth, San Antonio, El Paso and Tucson. A 
connecting daily train between San Antonio and New Orleans via Houston is also planned, 
and we understand that some through New Orleans-Los Angeles cars will be restored if 
demand is strong. Currently, New Orleans-San Antonio-Los Angeles service runs three days a 
week. 

We support funding to restore New Orleans-Florida service which Amtrak seems to have 
permanently discontinued after Hurricane Katrina although the damaged railroad was put back 
in better condition within six months. 

We also support funding to restore the services PRllA Amtrak studied thanks to PRllA’s 
mandate, including the Salt Lake City-Portland via Boise and the Chicago to Seattle via 
southern Montana North Coast Hiawatha. A reinstated Hiawatha could carry as many as 
360,000 annual riders, comparable to Amtrak’s other western transcontinental trains, while a 
new Pioneer could see as many as 102,000 annual riders. Both trains would serve areas that 
are lacking in intercity bus and air connections and are also important tourist destinations. 

The Gulf Coast Connector from New Orleans to Florida’s east coast via Mobile, Pensacola 
and Tallahassee serves the fastest-growing travel market in the nation and provides a key link 
in the national network. Although Hurricane Katrina damaged the tracks the Sunset Limited 
once used on this route. . . Congress needs to step in with a mandate and funding to bring back 
this much-needed service. 

Hudson River Tunnels: We continue to be concerned about the construction of Hudson 
River rail tunnels that will not connect to Penn Station but only to a dead-end, deep cavern 
station under 34"’ Street. We continue to discuss this with New Jersey Transit. 

Thank you for considering our views. 


National Association of Railroad Passengers 

505 Capitol Ct., NE, Suite 300; Washington, DC 20002-7706 

Phone 202-408-8362, FAX -8287 

Web: wvvvv.narorail.ora ; E-mails: narp^narpraiLorg ; rca pon@narprail.org 
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Written Testimony of Barbara Tulipane, Chief Executive Officer 
The National Recreation and Park Association 
Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies Subcommittee 
Regarding Fiscal Year 2011 Appropriations 
April IS, 2010 

Thank you Chairman Oiver. Ranking Member Latham, and other members of the subcommittee 
for this opportunity to submit written testimony on the Fiscal Year 201 1 Appropriations bill. 

NRPA is a 501(c)3 national non-profit organization with more than 21,000 members. We 
represent both citizens and park and recreation professionals. Our mission is to advance parks, 
recreation and environmental conservation for the benefit of all people. Because we represent 
the public park and recreation agencies in the United States, we touch the lives of over 300 
million people in virtually every community. 

As your subcommittee works to craft the Fiscal Year 2011 Appropriations bill, we request 
that you include $4.2 billion for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
Program. 

The CDBG program equips communities with the resources they need to address serious 
community development challenges. The program has been an invaluable tool to help cities 
replace decaying infrastructure and provide safe places to live, work, leara and become 
physically active. Unfortunately, despite proven success, the CDBG formula grant program has 
seen a decrease in funding over the past few years going from $4.9 billion in FY 2004 to $3.9 
billion in F Y 2010. This is a decrease of more than 20% in only six short years. 

According to the Department of Housing and Urban Development, approximately $100 million 
of CDBG funds are utilized annually for parks and recreation projects. This is not surprising 
since studies have shown that parks and recreational resources are often key components to the 
revitalization of communities and blighted areas as they increase property values, reduce storm 
water runoff, mitigate urban heat islands and improve health and wellness. The flexibility 
afforded through the CDBG program allows communities to implement funds in ways that best 
meet their specific needs such as including park and recreation projects as part of a 
comprehensive redevelopment initiative. 

The City of Fitchburg, MA annually uses CDBG funding to make improvements to many of their 
parks and playgrounds. These improvements include projects that make these areas more 
accessible to persons with disabilities, provide safe recreational equipment, and ensure 
environmental sustainability. Fitchburg recently provided $430,000 in CDBG funding over a 
span of two years to Coolidge Park. These funds were matched with monies from an Urban Self 
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Heip Grant to improve drainage, parking, trails, and accessibility. An estimated 20,000 people 
live within 1 .25 miles of Coolidge Park and these improvements will help enhance the quality of 
life for them and other citizens who enjoy the many recreational opportunities the park offers. 

In Iowa, the City of Ames is using CDBG funding to protect its environmental resources and 
mitigate water pollution. Since 2004, the city has used over $ 1 50,000 in CDBG funds to acquire 
properties in floodplains and restore those sites as open space with appropriate natural 
vegetation. This has resulted in decreased stormwater runoff and has enhanced the park settings 
of Stuart Smith Park and Squaw Creek Park. 

The importance of CDBG, however, goes beyond providing safe infrastructure. Funding 
provided through the CDBG program often serves as the catalyst for private investment. In fact, 
the National League of Cities concluded that over the more than 30-year life of the program, 
CDBG has leveraged nearly $324 billion in new private investment in our nation's communities. 
This equates to a three to one return on investment. 

The City of Winchester is a prime example of how CDBG funding spurs private investment. 

The city leveraged over $90,000 in CDBG funds with $100,000 from the Park Board and over 
$200,000 from a private developer for the redevelopment of Douglas Park. The redevelopment 
included expanded access areas for persons with disabilities, new playground areas with 
enhanced safety features, a walking trail, bike lanes, and a youth athletic field. An estimated 
5,000 people live within walking distance of the park, and the project has helped to revitalize an 
economically depressed section of the city. 

CDBG funds also help to reduce crime and build a skilled workforce. Various parks and 
recreation departments throughout the country use CDBG funding in coordination with other 
community organizations, to provide educational services, employment training and youth 
development initiatives to low-income youth and their families. For example, in Phoenix, 
Arizona, the city parks and recreation department partners with a local non-profit called Kids 
Caft to provide a safe and secure after school environment for children. This program provides 
low-income children with healthy, nutritious meals, as well as tutors and mentors, and engages 
them in recreational sports. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, for more than 30 years the CDBG program has 
played a critical role in revitalizing neighborhoods and improving the quality of life in 
communities throughout this country. CDBG funding provides valuable resources that allow 
communities to tailor projects to address their unique community needs. From ensuring the 
energy efficiency of public buildings to reducing crime and providing safe recreational 
infrastructure, CDBG funding is building healthy, livable and economically viable communities. 
The National Recreation and Park Association strongly supports increased funding for the 
CDBG program and calls on Congress to fund the program at $4.2 billion in FYl 1. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present testimony. Please contact Stacey Pine, Chief 
Government Affairs Officer in NRPA’s Public Policy Office, at 202-887-0290 to learn more 
about the benefits of parks in your district. 
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Testimony prepared by 
Richard A. Antbes, President of the 
University Corporation for Atmospheric Research (UCAR) 

Submitted April 16 , 2010, to the 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies 
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations 
Regarding FY 2011 Appropriations for the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

On behalf of the University Corporation for Atmospheric Research (UCAR) and the larger 
university community involved in weather and climate research, 1 submit this written testimony 
for the record of the House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Transportation, 
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies. 

UCAR is a consortium of 75 universities that manages and operates the National Center for 
Atmospheric Research and additional programs that support and extend the country’s scientific 
research and educational capabilities. UCAR is supported by the National Science Foundation 
and other federal agencies, including the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)’s Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 

I want to thank the Subcommittee for its leadership in supporting research and development 
programs at the FAA and FHWA. I urge you lo support the President’s commitment to 
ensuring safer, more efficient air and road travel. One essential piece of this commitment to 
modernizing air and surface travel is providing drivers, pilots, and other vehicle operators with 
access to real-time weather information. I urge you to support these relatively smalt but 
critically important R&D programs within the FAA and FHWA budgets. 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWAl 

The highest priority for the USDOT and the FHWA is transportation safety. Last month, the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration released a report projecting that traffic fatalities 
have declined for the I5th consecutive quarter, the lowest annual level since 1954. Still, 24 
percent of weather-related vehicle crashes occur on snowy, slushy or icy pavement, causing 
1,300 deaths and more than 1 16,800 injuries annually. There are also economic costs: snow and 
icc significantly increase road maintenance costs, and state and local agencies spend more than 
$2,3 billion on snow and ice control operations annually. 

Since the late 1990s, researchers and engineers from several national labs and universities have 
played a pivotal role bringing the surface transportation and weather communities together to 
increase traffic safety, efficiency, and mobility. Applications of successful research and 
development supported by the Road Weather Research and Development Program 
(SAFETEA-LU Sec. 5308) have significantly reduced the cost of state DOT winter snow and ice 
control activities and are likely to have significantly reduced weather-related accidents. This 
program, authorized at $5 million per year, has proven quite successful. For example, the Winter 
Maintenance Decision Support System, which supports pavement snow and ice control 
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operations, was successfully developed, tested, and implemented by the private sector in more 
than thirteen states. The Road Weather Research Program is also developing advanced 
weather and road condition safety applications as part of the USDOT’s IntelliDrive Initiative. 

In the absence of a new surface transportation reauthorization bill, the President's FY 201 1 
request keeps funding for the Road Weather Research Program frozen at $4 million. It is 
imperative that this be increased to the authorized level of $5 million per year. A fully-funded 
Program would support the development of technologies that integrate weather and road 
condition information into traffic management centers, improve understanding of driver behavior 
in poor weather, develop in-vehicle information systems and wireless technologies that provide 
warnings to drivers when poor weather and road conditions exist, improve the understanding of 
the impact of weather on pavement condition, and develop new active control strategies 
optimized for poor weather and road conditions. / urge the Committee to fund the Road 
Weather Research and Development Program at its full authorized level of $5.0 million in FY 
2011. 


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

Projections indicate that the demand for aviation will increase by a factor of two or three over the 
next two decades. Expansion of aviation is likely to continue and, as in the past, could outpace 
economic growth. To meet future aviation capacity needs, the U.S. is developing and 
implementing a dynamic, flexible and scalable Next Generation Air Transportation System 
(NextGen) that is safe, secure, efficient and environmentally sound. 

I urge you to support the President’s overall FYll request of $16.5 billion for the FAA, an 
increase of $476 million above FYIO enacted levels. This increase reflects the 
Administration ’s recognition of future passenger growth and its commitment to safety and 
performance. 

Integrating Weather into the Future Air Transportation System 

The primary goal of NextGen is to address and meet the rapidly changing needs of the National 
Airspace System (NAS). Providing accurate, timely weather information required by aviation 
decision makers is fundamental to NcxtGen's success in achieving capacity, efficiency, and 
safety goals. Improved weather forecasts, plus a shared source of decision support information 
for NAS decision makers, are crucial elements of achieving the goal of reducing the weather 
impact. The first step, though, is establishing a clear understanding of the impacts that have the 
most effect on NAS efficiency and capacity. The most visible impact to us all is "delays," both 
airborne and ground, affecting both airplanes and people. Delay translates to operational cost for 
the airlines, and lost productivity for the users of the system-people and cargo. 

Research, Engineering, and Development 

The FY 201 1 request of $190 million for the Research, Engineering, and Development 
(RE&D) line office at the FAA continues important work in current research areas, including 
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aviation weather research. This 7.6 percent increase over FY 2010 supports enhanced NextGen 
research and development efforts in the areas of air-ground integration, weather information for 
pilots, and environmental research for aircraft technologies and alternative fuels to improve 
aviation’s environmental and energy performance. The following programs can be found within 
the RE&D line office of the President’s FYl 1 FAA budget request. 

Weather Program 

Aviation weather research and applications arc critical to the FAA’s safety, operations and 
efficiency record. A number of research projects are underway, through the Weather Program 
and in collaboration with industry representatives, which focus on in-flight icing, turbulence, 
winter weather and deicing protocols, thunderstorms, ceiling, and visibility. 

One example system that translates a large amount of weather data into a significant safety and 
delay impact is the Weather Deeision Support for Deicing Decision Making System 
(WSDDM). The accumulation of ice on aircraft prior to take off has long been recognized as one 
of the most significant safety hazards affecting the aviation industry today. Using WSDDM, 
airport snowfall rate in terms of liquid water content is translated into deicing fluid application 
procedures and aircraft holdover times. 

While the goal of the Weather Program is to increase safety, capacity, and support NextGen, I 
am very concerned that the request of $16.5 million simply will not support the R&D needs of 
the program which is down almost two percent from last year's level and operating with half the 
funding level of ten years ago. To address the challenges and meet the research needs of 
NextGen, the Weather Program must receive, at a minimum, $18 million for FY 2011. 

Weather Technology in the Cockpit 

The crash of an Air France jet last year over the Atlantic Ocean, killing all 216 passengers and 
twelve crew members, is an example of the limits of pilots' ability to cope with severe weather. 
Pilots currently have little weather information as they fly over remote stretches of the ocean, 
which is where some of the worst turbulence occurs. Providing pilots with at least an 
approximate picture of developing storms could help guide them safely around areas of 
potentially severe weather. 

The Weather Technology in the Cockpit Program leverages research activities with other 
agencies, academia and the private sector by enabling the adoption of cockpit technologies that 
provide pilots with hazardous weather information and improve situational awareness. It seeks to 
ensure the adoption of cockpit, ground, and communication technologies, practices, and 
procedures that will provide pilots with shared and consistent weather information to enhance 
common situational awareness, plus engage the aircraft as a "node" that autonomously exchanges 
weather information with surrounding aircraft and ground systems. One system being developed 
combines satellite data and computer weather models with cutting-edge artificial intelligence 
techniques to identify and predict rapidly evolving storms and other potential areas of turbulence, 
and alert pilots and air traffic controllers to storms and turbulence over the continental U.S. 
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I am very disappointed that the FVIJ request for this small but life-saving program was 
reduced almost 3 percent from FYIO to $9.3 million. I urge you to fund the Weather 
Technology in the Cockpit program at $10 million, at a minimum. 

Facilities and Equipment 

In the FAA’s Facilities and Equipment line office, I would like to call your attention to two very 
important programs, NextGen Network Enabled Weather (NNEW) and Reduce Weather 
Impact, and ask you to support the FYl 1 request for both. 

NextGen Network Enabled Weather (NNEW) 

Exploring, identifying, and employing methods and techniques that will help facilitate the flow 
of operation-specific weather-related data and information to end users is critical. The NextGen 
Network Enabled Weather project is dedicated to using and developing technologies and 
standards for NextGen that will support effective dissemination of weather data. The concept of 
a 4-D Weather Data Cube is a foundational element of NextGen. It is envisioned that this virtual 
data cube will comprise weather data and information from disparate data contributors and 
locations. From this Cube, end users (e.g., air traffic managers, pilots, etc.) will be able to obtain 
a common weather picture of the NAS. The FY 2011 request for NNEW is $28.25 million, an 
$8 million increase over FYIO. To develop the NextGen weather dissemination system 
smoothly and efficiently, I urge you to support this request. 

NextGen Reduce Weather Impact 

The goal of the NextGen Reduce Weather Impact Program is to provide increased capacity in 
IJ.S. airspace to reduce congestion and meet projected demand in an environmentally sound 
manner. The Program addresses implementation of improved forecasts and provides weather 
forecast information tailored for integration into traffic management decision support systems. 
Some of this work starts with identification of the air traffic management impact of interest, and 
then translating weather into metrics associated with that impact. 

The current weather observing network is inadequate to the needs of NextGen. Improvements 
will be central to the Reduce Weather Impact Program. Working with appropriate scientific, 
modeling and user communities, current sensor information and dissemination shortfalls will be 
identified and evaluated. Investigating technologies for optimizing and improving automated 
aircraft weather reporting will also be conducted. To continue this work, / urge you to support 
the President’s FYl I request of $43.2 million for the NextGen Reduce Weather Impact 
Program, an increase of $7.6 million above FYIO. 

************ 

On behalf of UCAR, as well as all U.S. citizens who use the surface and air transportation 
systems, 1 want to thank you for the important work you do in supporting the country’s scientific 
research, training, and technology transfer. We appreciate your attention to the 
recommendations of our community concerning the FY 201 1 FHWA and FAA budgets and your 
concern for the safety of the nation’s transportation systems. 
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